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The finest tribute ever accorded to sterling merit is in Tae Lascet, of 
August 8, 1891, 307-8, which embodies the “ Tue Special 
sion on Natural Mineral Waters,” “ Johannis”’—the subject of the Report—being selected from 
amongst the Natural Mineral Waters of the world as worthy of this distinction. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Some or the members of Court of Appeal No. 1 having been 
called upon to sit in the Privy Council, that division of the 
court was to hold no sitting on Friday and wont AR v0 19th 
and 20th insts. The hearing of new trial cases will be resumed 
in that court on Tuesday, the 23rd inst., and following days. 





On Tvzspay, the 30th inst., Mr. Justice Srrative will com- 
curl the 10th of Feteuary ench day, exoopting Monday, the Sth 
until the 10th of Fe y i onday, 5 
of February; and on Thursdays ig ora se during that 

iod his motions and unopposed petitions will be heard by Mr. 
Seatiab KExKEWICH. 





Ir 1s uNDERsTOoD that the Council of the In rated Law 
Society have declined to support an ap to the House of 
Lords in the case of Midgley y. Midgley (ante, p. 44, in which a 
solicitor was ordered to pay costs) on the ground that the ci 
cumstances of the case are very excepti and not at all likely 
to recur, and that therefore the matter could not be treated as 
one of general interest to the ion. The council 
regret at the result of the case so far as it concerned Mr. i 
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THerE APpEars to be some misapprehension as to the 
of a letter written ‘ without judice.” In a case 
Zhompson, in Oourt of Appeal No. 1 on Friday 
some ary 4 80 — had oe as 
agreement between the parties, it was 
been wrongly admitted, and that they not p 
looked at. It was said that an order of the court, 
been made by consent, was the admissible evidence 
agreement between the parties. court held that 
had been rightly admitted, because there had 
tional acceptance of the offer contained in them, 
ment had been thus constituted between th 
fetter imposed by the words “ without prej 
thereby removed. The object of those 
prevent an offer which was not accepted from being used 
“ prejudice ” of the person who had made it. When once 
offer had heen accepted, and had thus ripened into 
ment, it could no longer “ f rgioryed ” the maker. The 
order in the present case not contain, and did not 
to contain, the whole of the agreement between the 
carried out that agreement in part, but it was necessary to 
to the letters in order to ascertain the whole agreement, and the 
fact that they had been originally written “ without prejudice” 
was now immaterial. 
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Our READERS are aware that the Trustee Act, 1893, 
the Trustee Relief Acts (10 & 11 Vict. c. 96 and 12 & 1 
c. 74) yee eo — 1850 and 1852 (13 & 14 Viet. o. 
15 & 16 Vict. c. 55). C) 
mencement of the Act. Practitioners slg as y 
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the authority of ed statute. In i , the time for i from the date of sig: 
pooner sediag 7 sthish saan tak te ae. esas epeclall ae; wae ob in the hancory Divito, an order is pertected 
by entry, the time runs from the date of entry; and if in any 


documents of title to real estate, the acuteness of a conveyancer 
might give considerable trouble if such a defect as we have 
were discovered to exist. In dealing with funds paid 


" into court under the Trustee Relief Act the question may arise | be 


in the future whether it will not be proper in some cases to 

entitle an application in the matter of the old Act as well as 

the Trustee 1893, for, as is well known, the ledger credit 

raised in the books of the Paymaster in such cases is not infre- 

quently entitled both in the matter of the Act and of the par- 
trust. 


Tue Locat Government Bill was read a third time in the 
House of Commons on the night of Friday, the 12th inst., the 
report stage having been taken on that and the preceding day’s 
sittings, and the conclusion of the committee stage having been 
reached on Tuesday in the same week. On the last night on 
which the measure was before the House of Commons an 
amendment was moved by Sir Atszrt Rout with the object of 
removing the disqualification which would prevent a solicitor 
who might happen to be chairman of a district council from 
ing, by virtue of that office, a magistrate for the county. It 
is, of course, familiar to the profession that solicitors, although 
they are under no disability as regards a borough bench, are 
prohibited by section 38 of 5 & 6 Vict. c. 73 from taking their 
seat on the bench of a county so-long as they continue to prac- 
tise. It was the application of this section which Sir A. Roiurt’s 
amendment sought to exclude as regards chairmen of district 
councils, who under the Bill are to be ¢x officio magistrates. The 
amendment was negatived without a division. The proposal, how- 
ever, received considerable support from members who thought 
that an increase on the county bench in the number of gentlemen 
of legal beer om would be an advantage to all concerned in the 
administration of justice. The example of the borough bench, 
whieh has for. long been o to solicitors, was, of course, a 
strong in the mouths of the supporters of the amend- 
ment ; © the Solicitor-Gencral admitted that the existing 
distinction was illogical. The-argument that solicitor-justices 
would be obliged to adjudicate in cases where their clients’ 
interests are concerned, is met by the answer that it would be 
easy for the solicitor to retire from the bench when such a case 
arose, just as it is now the practice, and even the duty, of a 

istrate to retire when he has a personal interest in a case 
adjudication. We greatly regret the failure of Sir 
Ausert Roxzit’s amendment, but the general tone of the dis- 
cussion would seem to shew that when the Bill for the removal 
fren disqualification generally is reintroduced, it will not be 
ely to meet with any serious oppos.tion. 











Tne vatz from which the time for serving a notice of appeal 
begins to run is a matter of importance, especially in bankruptcy 
appeals, in which the time limited is twenty-one days, and in 
appeals from interlocutory orders, where the time under the new 
rules is fourteen days only. Rule 130 of the Bankruptcy Rules, 
1886, after fixing the limit of twenty-one days, provides that ‘the 
said period be calculated from the time at which the order 
is signed, entered, or otherwise perfected.” The Court of Ap- 

held, on Friday in last week, in Re Helsby, that an order in 
ptcy is perfected when it is signed by the registrar, and 
that, though it has afterwards to be filed with the proceedings 
in the case, for the purpose of completing the record, the filing 
is not necessary to bring the order into operation, but it be- 
comes a perfect and operative order upon the signing, and 
consequently the twenty-one days for appealing run from the 
date of signature, and not from the date of filing, if the 
filing takes place on a later day. In the particular case the 
order was signed, sealed with the seal of the court, and de- 
livered out to the party on the Ist of December, but it was not 
filed with the eedings until dhe 2nd of December. The 
notice of denen prose served on thé 23rd of December, and the 


k 


court held that this was too late. The court pointed out that 
rule 130 is a copy of rule 15 of order 58 of the Rules of the 


Supreme Court, and they said that it must be read distribu- 
tively, that is, as meaning that, when an order is perfected by 





case the order is ected in some other way, the time runs 
from the date of its becoming perfect, whatever that date may 





THe FAILURE of the Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire 
Railway Oo. to pay a dividend on its ordinary stock disqualifies 
it for ten years from being a trust investment, and raises an im- 
portant question as to the course which trustees holding the 

reference stocks or debentures of the company ought to pursue. 
Hitherto it has been a trust investment under section 3 (0) of 
the Trust Investment Act, 1889 (now section 1 (0) of the Trustee 
Act, 1893), authorizing investment in any of the securities 
allowed for the investment of money in court, and therefore, by 
R. 8. ©., ord. 22, r. 17, authorizing investment in the deben- 
ture, preference, guaranteed, or rent-charge stocks of wre 
in Great Britain or Ireland having for ten years next before the 
date of investment paid a dividend on ordinary stock. This is 
on the assumption that sub-section (0) may be taken as extend- 
ing. sub-section (g), by which trust investments are limited to 
ways which have for the same time paid a dividend of not 
less than three per cent. on the ordinary stock ; but apparently 
this assumption is based on a correct construction of the statute. 
As to the course which trustees should now adopt, it seems clear 
that they are not bound to sell out simply because the preference 
stocks of the railway have ceased to be an eligible investment. 
The point was considered with ee to the two-thirds limit for 
mortgages by Norra, J., in Re Medland (41 Oh. D. 476), and he 
held that the mere fact that the value of the securities had 
fallen below the proper limit did not make it incumbent on the 
trustees to call in the mortgage debt. ‘‘The matter must be 
dealt with by practical men in a practical way. They must 
consider what is expedient to be done at the time.” The 
sense of this rule is obvious. The fall in the value of the 
security shews that it is desirable to realize it, if possible; but 
the fall has occurred, and the object is not to realize forthwith, 
but to realize with as little loss as possible. In the case of 
railways, where the fact rendering the security ineligible is not 
necessarily its permanent depreciation, but the accidental failure 
of dividend in a particular year, the matter should give trustees 
no difficulty. To sell at once is to help to depreciate the stock, 
while in the ordinary course this will recover itself, and oppor- 
tunity will occur of selling out without loss. The stock having 
become ineligible, trustees ought, when they can, to realize ; 
but the time for doing so will depend on the state of the 
market, as to which they must exercise their discretion. 





WE HaAvE already (ante, p. 93) explained the reasons which 
rendered necessary the recent changes in the form of an 
originating summons and in the rules of procedure relating 
thereto. It has been suggested to us that it would be useful if 
we pointed out how the new practice as compared with the old 
operates in point of time. ith this view we have prepared 
the following short tabular statement :— 

R. S. C., 1883. 
Summons issued and appointment obtained 
(ord, 55, rr. 20, 21)... ois ai ses 
Service (seven clear days before return, 
ord. 54, r. 4) eee ons ove eve 
Earliest day for hearing 


December 1, 1893 


” 2, ” 
m2 C., 1893. : ae 
Summons issued (ord. 54, r. 48)... 
or a oe eee ove ” >» 
Notice +f poe for attendance obtained and 
served (four clear days, ord 54,r.4p) ... Ee IDs 95 
Earliest day for hearing... oe ose ‘ b> Tipe 
In the above tables there is one factor supposed as common to 
both—viz., the ability of the plaintiff to effect service the day 
after issue of the summons. The date for hearing under the 
old practice is the earliest which could be obtained by the 
laintiff, whilst that under the new practice marks the extreme 
imit of time prescribed by the rules. This arises from the 


January 1, 1894 


” ’ ” 


difference of procedure, for whereas formerly the time for hear- 
ing had to be fixed beforehand, now it can 


fixed so soon as 
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notice of ap ce has been received. If, therefore, the de- 
fendant does not wait until the last day limited for appearance, 
but appears at any earlier time within the period intervening 
between that day and the date of service, the power of the plain- 
tiff to obtain an oe for hearing would be proportion- 
ately accelerated. If, for instance, in the sup case the 
defendant under the new practice, instead of appearing on the 
9th of January, were to appear on the 3rd of January, our 
readers can calculate for themselves that an appointment 
could be obtained on the following day, which would be 
effective for the 9th of January—in fact, one day earlier 
than could possibly have been fixed under R. 8. 0, 1883. 
It may be said, therefore, that as to the hearing under 
the old system the time was constant, whilst under the new 
it is varying. Where, however, the parties are hostile (and 
these, after all, are the cases which have chiefly to be con- 
sidered, for, of course, where both sides alike wish for expedi- 
tion times limited by rules can be waived by consent) it may be 
taken that, ceteris paribus, the new procedure is somewhat more 
dilatory than the old. That must be set down to loss. On the 
other hand, the necessity for obtaining a fresh appointment, 
where service is not effected seven clear days before the return, 
is abolished. That may be set down to gain. Balancing profit 
against loss, the net result would seem to be that the new 
system will be somewhat more tedious and somewhat more 
costly than the old. That was the price (in our view the not 
exorbitant price) which was payable in return for the boon of 
service out of the jurisdiction. As matters now stand, however, 
the boon being withdrawn, the suitor is in the position of having 
under stress of the rules paid value for no adequate considera- 
tion. 





Tue arpgat which the Lord Chancellor and judges decided 
last week in favour of a student of Gray’s-inn, whose benchers 
had refused to call him to the bar, exemplifies a right, which the 
judges have exercised for centuries, to adjudicate upon com- 

laints brought by members of Inns of Court against their 

enchers, and which received judicial sanction at least as long 
ago as 1642. Booreman’s case, heard in that year, is reported as 
follows :—‘‘ Boorzman was a barrister of one of the Temples, and 
was expelled the house, and his chambers seised for non-pay- 
ment of his commons, whereupon he by Newpicare prayed his 
writ of restitution, and brought the writ in court y framed ; 
which was directed to the benchers of the said society, but it 
was denied by the court, because there is none in the Inn of 
Court to whom the writ can be directed, because it is no body 
corporate, but only a voluntary society and submission to 
government, and they were angry with him for it, that he had 
waived the ancient and usuall way of redresse for any grievance 
in the Innes of Court, which was by appealing to the judges, and 
would have him do so now.” In 1663, in Zownsend’s case (Sir T. 
Raym. 69), in which a mandamus was allowed to be directed to 
the mayor and others, magistrates of Oxford, that they should 
make an apprentice a freeman, whose master, a tailor, refused 
to make him free, the judges distinguished the case before them 
from that of one who “ had seven years studied the law,” saying 
that no mandamus would lie in this case of such an one to his Inn 
to enforce his call to the bar, ‘‘ because there is no person to 
whom the writ should be directed.” Lord Mansrrecrp and 
the Court of King’s Bench, however, in 1780 (Rex v. The 
Benchers of Gray’s-inn, 1 Doug. 353), while holding that a 
mandamus does not lie to the benchers of an Inn of Court to 
compel them to call a member of the Inn to the bar, says it is 
not on the ground of uncertainty as to whom the writ should 
be addressed that no mandamus lies, inasmuch as the Inns of 
Court “had regulations,” and ‘‘acted and were known asa body,” 
and in proof of his words he referred to the fact that all the 
orders regulating the internal affairs of the Inns of Court made 
by the judges in their capacity of visitors of the Inns, and set 
out in Dugdale’s Origines Juridiciales, were addressed to those 
Inns as to perfectly recognized bodies. He rests his decision 
solely on the second of the two reasons given by the judges in 
Booreman’s case—namely, that the Inns of Court are “ voluntary 
societies submitting to government, and the ancient and usual 
way of redress is by appeal to the judges.” Lord Mansrietp 


to admission to the bar is d te ee by Geis and 
it appears from Dugdale and the old cases the judges have, 


as visitors of the Inns of Court, a domestic jurisdiction in the 
case of any grievance in the Ions. As the j act as visitors, 
and in a domestic capacity in such inquiries, the evidence there 
received by them is not given upon oath (see Savage’s.case, 1772, 
set out in Rex v. The Benchers of Gray's-inn, cited supra), ~ 





Ir 18 WELL SETTLED that under the common order to tax a 
solicitor’s bill of costs it is not open to the client to dispute the 
retainer of the solicitor altogether, or to say that no costs are 
due from him to the solicitor, the reason being that the petition 
upon which the order is obtained contains an allegation that the 
petitioner has employed the solicitor, and a submission to pay 
what shall opeene to be due to him. Re Bracey (8 Beav. 266) 
and Re Herbert (31 Soxscrrors’ Jovrnat, 235, 34 Oh. D. — 
seem to be authorities for these propositions. But the case o 
Re Halford, which came before Mr. y. ustice Norrn on the 11th 
inst., shews that this rule is not universally known or not under- 
stood. In that case a solicitor moved to discharge the common 
order which had been made for the taxation of his bill. The 
clients, who were trustees, had objected to pay the bill, on the 
“ogee that they had never retained the solicitor, and also that 

e had a that he would not look to them for costs, 
but to a fund. They had, however, obtained, on a ition 
in the common form, the common order to tax the bill, and, 
for the purpose, as it was said, of giving the taxing master 
jurisdiction, they had, after pee e petition, admitted 
two or three items in the bill. The solicitor moved to dis- 
charge the order, on the ground that the above-mentioned 
objections, which had been insisted on in correspondence 
even after the order had been obtained, went to the root 
of the relation of solicitor and client, and could not, there- 
fore, be dealt with by the taxing master under the common 
order to tax. Mr. Justice Norrn refused to discharge the order, 
on the ground that, after the admission of retainer on which it 
was founded, it was impossible for the clients to dispute the 
retainer of the solicitor im toto, or to insist on an agreement 
which excluded liability to pay any costs at all. But he said 
that, under the common order, it would be open to the clients 
to shew that as regarded i items there had been no 
retainer, or that there had been an agreement that costs differ- 
ing from the ordinary costs should be charged. With such 
matters the taxing master had power to deal under the common 
order. The learned judge simply refused the motion, reserving 
the costs. The tax master, he said, would have power, 
under section 87 of the Solicitors Act of 1843, to certify any 
special circumstances, and the court could then deal with the 
costs of the taxation as it might think right. 





In tHe case of Re Aluminium Co. (Limited) (reported else- 
where) Wxicut, J., corrected a previous decision (ante, p. 180). 
According to his first decision, his lordship thought that a 
petition to confirm a reduction of capital should be presented 
under the Companies (Winding-up) 1890, as well as under 
the Acts of 1867 and 1877, on the ground that his jurisdiction 
was derived under the Act of 1890. The second decision is to 
the effect that it is not m to entitle such petitions under 
the Act of 1890, because though the judge’s jurisdiction is 
derived from the Act of 1890, the petitions are presented under 
the Act of 1867 and the other Acts dealing with reductiva of 
capital. The second decision appears to us, if we may say 80 
with respect, manifestly right. The Chancery Division has 
jurisdiction to entertain petitions for reduction of capital as well 
as VaucHan Wits, J., sitting as Winding-up Judge, with- 
out reference to the Act of 1890. The Windiog-up Rules, 1890- 
1893 (rule A of rules of A 1892), point in the same 
direction. Rule 6 (i) says: ‘‘ Every proceeding in the High 
Court ina vee matter to which these apply shall 
be dated, and be intituled as follows :— 

“In the High (Wis of — 
“ panies inding-up 4 
‘Mr. Justice ‘ 
“In the Matter of the Com Acts, 1862 to 1890, 
“With the name of the matter to which it relates,” 





points out that all the power the Inns of Court have in regard 
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That rule seems to suggest that only winding-up matters need 
be intituled in the Act of 1890. A petition to confirm a reduc- 
tion of capital is clearly not a winding-up matter. 


Ir 1s unpErstoop that Mr. A. Brrreit, Q.C., M.P., has 
decided to take his seat in Mr. Justice Romen’s court. 








RULES MADE AND UNMADE. 


Tux agility of the Rule Committee in these days is positively 
bewildering. Just as we were arriving at some understanding 
of the three sets of Rules of Court issued in Michaelmas Term 
we are confronted with an annulling rule (ante, p. 166) sufli- 
ciently far-reaching to necessitate a careful reconsideration of 
our bearings in order to discover our precise position. At 
present the ordinary practitioner finds himself in a fog, which 
has prevailed ever since the Ist of January, and this last new 
“ urgent” annulling rule of court has failed to clear the legal 
atmosphere. To begin with order 11 (service out of the juris- 
diction), up to the end of 1893 there existed an order 11 con- 
sisting of seven rules. The whole of that order was annulled 
by order 31 of R. 8. C., November, 1893, and by the same rules 
another order 11 was prescribed which consisted of eleven rules, 
which enabled originating summonses and other specified pro- 
ceedings to be served out of the jurisdiction. The latter order 
was in force from the Ist of January, 1894, to the 10th of Janu- 

, 1894, when the annulling rule was passed. This annulling 
= requires careful consideration, otherwise it will be fuund 
somewhat confusing. The words of the annulling rule are as 
follows: ‘‘ Rules 1 and 7 of the Rules of the Supreme Court, 
November, 1893 (order 11, service out of the jurisdiction, and 
ord. 16, r. 40), and so much of rule 31 as annuls order 11 of the 
Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883, . . are hereby 
annulled.” Rule 1 of R. 8. C., 1893, consists of the whole of 
the new order 11 with eleven rules. Consequently the new 
order 11 is annulled, and the old order 11 (1883) re-established 
by the rule of the 10th of January, 1894. 

Let us inquire what change the annulling rule has made, and 
what part of the changes introduced into procedure by R. 8. C., 
November, 1893, it has left in force. In the first place it has 
not touched the new orders 14 (summary judgment); 18: 
(trial without pleadings); 30 (directions); nor the new rules 
amending (to be accurate we ought rather to say injuring) and 
adding to order 31 (discovery). So far all isclear. It is when 
we come to the rules dealing with originating summonses that 
we once more enter the fog of uncertainty which hangs over the 
new rules. Ord. 54, r. 48. (November, 1893), prescribes four 
forms of originating summonses—viz., Appendix K, forms 1 
A, B, ©, D (appendix to R. 8. C., November, 1893). The an- 
nulling rule does not alter ord. 54, r. 4s. (November, 1893), 
but it annuls the forms Appendix K., Ic., 1p. We have, there- 
fore, two forms prescribed which do not exist. That, however, 
is a trifle in these days, and we pass it by, for more serious 
matters. 

If we are correctly informed, the new rules as to originating 
summonses and the new forms prescribed as above are regarded 
as having no application to the Queen’s Bench Division. Sum- 
monses originating proceedings continue to be issued, we are told, 
in Queen’s Bench matters in the same form and according to the 
same regulations as heretofore, that is to say, in a form and 
under regulations entirely different from the forms and practice 
prescribed by the R. 8. C., November, 1893. We do not object 
to this, having already expressed a decided opinion that the 
application of the new procedure as to originating summonses 
to the Queen’s Bench Division was a great mistake (see ante, 
p. 124). But if the rules of November, 1893, as to originating 
summonses were not intended to apply to Queen’s Bench matters, 
why do they contain specific words which make them clearly 
applicable? And why were those words not included in the 
annulling rule? Ord. 54, r. 4p, prescribes a method for 
obtaining attendance under an originating summons, and it 
specifies how that attendance is to be obtained in the case of 
an originating summons in the Queen’s Bench Division. It more- 


over prescribes the form of notice to be issued for the purpose | 





(Appendix K, lr). Turning to the form, we find a provision 
therein for attendance before “the judge (or master) in 
chambers.” This, of course, can only mean Queen’s Bench 
chambers. Moreover, rule 31 of the Rules of November, 1893,: 
annuls ord. 54, r. 4, of R. 8. C., 1883, which enacted that 
‘‘an originating summons, where service is necessary, shall be 
served seven clear days before the return thereof.” That rule, 
therefore, no longer exists. "What is there, then, to fix the time 
for the return of an originating summons in the Queen’s Bench 
Division? There is no rule or enactment whatever so far as we 
are aware, What is the explanation of this? If we had not 
been told that the rules of November, 1893, were regarded as 
having no application to originating summonses in Queen’s 
Bench Division we should have found a ready explanation in 
the forms of originating summonses prescribed by ord. 54, r. 48, 
because those forms upon the respondent to appear within 
eight days. We should, therefore, have thought that the rule 
fixing the time had been annulled because the newly-prescribed 
forms fixed the time. But these forms do not apply to Queen’s 
Bench matters, therefore, as the matter now stands, a person 
issuing an originating summons in the Queen’s Bench Division 
can follow his own sweet will as to the time within which he calls 
upon the respondent to attend, or, at any rate, the time must 
be fixed without existing authority from any rule or enactment. 
As a matter of practice, the repealed rule will be followed, no 
doubt. And so we are presented on the Queen’s Bench side 
with the remarkable spectacle of a batch of statutory rules 
supposed to be in operation, entirely ignored, and a rule sup- 
posed to be annulled, implicitly obeyed. 

One reason for the (ostensible) annulment of the rule in ques- 
tion was probably that tle time fixed by it for — of notice 
to attend was seven clear days in the case of all originating 
summonses without exception, and that when the decision was 
arrived at to allow service of originating summonses out of the 
jurisdiction the rule became inapplicable to the process, because 
the time would necessarily vary according to the place of service 
when leave was given to serve abroad. But if the rules of 
November, 1893, had no application to originating summonses 
in the Queen’s Bench Division why was the only rule fixing the 
time after service for attendance under an originating summons 
in the Queen’s Bench Division annulled? And, when one great 
reason for its annulment was taken away by withdrawing the 
right to serve an originating summons out of the jurisdiction, 
why, in all reason, was not the annulment in its turn also 
annulled by the rule of the 10th of January, 1894? 

It is with no sense of satisfaction that we point out these 
errors. The whole thing is a jumble. Oonfusion hangs all 
round these recent rules of court, and we regret it. If we 
could terminate our fault-finding here we would gladly do so. 
But nothing is to be gained by disguising the mistakes which 
have been made. So long as they are disguised they will remain. 
One more criticism, therefore, we offer on the rules and forms 
of November, 1893, and: the annulling rule of 1894, so far as 
they jointly affect originating summonses on the Chancery side. 

Prior to the rules of November, 1893, originating summonses 
in the Chancery Division were issued in form No. 25, 
Appendix L, of the R. 8. C., 1883. The first words of the form 
indicated the very simple process required in order to obtain an 
appointment for the hearing of the application, ‘‘ Let 
attend at the chambers of Mr. Justice , at the Royal 
Courts of Justice, at the time specified in the margin here- 
of,” &c. This form of summons was prescribed by ord. 55, 
r. 20, of the R. 8. O., 1883, and the three following rules of 
that order defined clearly the procedure to be followed, which, 
as we have said, was extremely simple, and had worked 
smoothly and conveniently for many years. After issae the 
summons was taken to the chambers of the judge to whom the 
matter had been assigned, where the day and hour of the 
appointment were written in the margin. The summons 
was then served upon the defendant or respondent. If he 
failed to attend on the hearing after having entered appearance 
according to instructions on the summons, the application was 
dealt with in his absence. Nothing could be simpler than this, 
aud nothing short of real necessity could justify its being swept 
away and replaced by a more complicated, and consequently 
more expensive, procedure. When, howeier, the Rule Com- 
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mittee determined to allow originating summonses to be served 
out of the jurisdiction it became, no doubt, apparent to them— 
as, indeed, was obvious—that the simple form and practice 
which we have described could no longer be retained. A re- 
spondent in Yokohama could hardly be called upon to attend at 
a particular place and hour six months after the date of the 
summons, because whatever time allowed him to appear or 
attend must, in such a case, necessarily depend upon, and be 
regulated by, the date on which he came to be served with the 
summons. He must be allowed so many days after service to 
submit to the jurisdiction, and the document served upon him 
must of necessity specify the time fixed by the order giving 
leave to serve. Here, then, was the justification for altering 
the practice which had previously prevailed and had worked so 
conveniently for so many years. The Rule Committee, there- 
fore, annulled the old rules and made others in their place, 
annulling at the same time the old form and replacing it 
by others. Under the new rules (ord. 13, r. 15; ord. 54, 
rr. 4B, 40, 4p) and forms (Appendix K, 1a, B, ©, D, E) a 
new departure was taken with regard to all originating sum- 
monses. The summons now calls upon the defendant or respondent 
to enter appearance within gs days after service, if served 
within the jurisdiction, and, if served out of the jurisdiction, 
within the number of days after service fixed by the order to 
serve. After appearance has been entered, the applicant has 
to apply at chambers for a sealed notice fixing the time for 
hearing, which notice he has to serve upon the respondent’s 
solicitor not less than four clear days before the return day 


(ord. 54, r, 4p). In the case of default of appearance being | 4 


made, a more elaborate practice is provided by ord. 13, r. 15, 
evidence of service having to be given and a certificate of the 
default procured from the Central Office, and an application 
made for a notice of appointment upon such terms as may be 
just. ; 
A comparison of the old and new practice which we have 
outlined shews at a glance that the old was simpler and more 
expeditious than the new. It applied, of course, exclusively to 
originating summonses served in England, and the sole justi- 
fication for altering it lay in the circumstance that originating 
summonses were allowed to be served out of the jurisdiction. 
When, therefore, the permission to serve originating summonses 
out of the jurisdiction was withdrawn by the annulling rule of 
the 10th of January, 1894, why was not the consequent 
alteration of procedure also withdrawn? Why were not ord. 
54, rr. 4B, 40, 4p, ord. 13, r. 15, and the whole of the new 
forms annulled along with the rule in consequence of which 
they were called into existence? How can it be right that 
English litigants who desire to proceed by originating summons 
against English respondents should be saddled with a more 
elaborate procedure without any reason whatever? Because a 
proposal is advanced which pong esa service of originating 
summonses upon Scotchmen in Scotland, and, on their object- 
icg, is afterwards withdrawn, is that any reason why English- 
men should be permanently put to increased trouble and 
expense in order to serve originating summonses upon English- 
men in England? We cannot see the justice, or, indeed, the 
sense of it. 

But we may question the justice of this annulling rule on a 
broader ground still. If the Rule Committee came to the deter- 
mination, after months of consideration, that service of certain 
proceedings of the English High Court ought to be permitted 
out of the jurisdiction, and carefully provided the way, why 
should they have annulled their provisions merely because 
Scotland and Ireland objected? We confess ourselves unable 
to understand this sudden and complete retreat for so small a 
cause. Would not the whole requirements of the situation 
(political or otherwise) have been amply met by a single rule 
excepting Scotland and Ireland from the operation of the 
R. 8. C., November, 1893, so far as they authorized service out 
of the jurisdiction of process other than writs of summons ? 
That would, in our opinion, have been a more dignified course, 
and more just to English suitors. We cannot see why these 
objections from Scotland and Ireland should be permitted to 
deprive English suitors of the right which had been given 
them to serve proceedings, or notice thereof, in France or 
Australia. 


A VERY SOLEMN “WARNING.” 


In the columns of an evening contemporary on the 11th inst. 
appeared the following notice :—‘‘By the way, common law 
men who are rejoicing in the possession of a new arm in the 
originating summons will do well to read the ‘ warning’ in the 
Law Journal of the 30th ult.” Our attention having been thus 
directed to an article with the title “‘ Originating Summonses— 
A Warning,” we have taken an early perpen A of reading it 
with some care. It is ey. intended to warn practitioners 
in the Queen’s Bench Division of the perils and difficulties which 
await them as being for the first time introduced by virtue of 
the Rules of November, 1893, to the procedure by originating 
summons. 

On perusing this contribution to the literature of the new 
rules, our first impression was one of sadness at the thought 
that so mach was still unknown to us upon a subject with 
which we imagined ourselves to be tolerably familiar. On 
reflection, however, we were di to think that it was within 
the range of possibility that what was strange to us might be 
due to the too lively imagination of the author. For the credit 
of our early training we are glad that subsequent investigation 
has satisfied us that our later impression was correct. ae 

In one merit the article is not deficient: it is not Jacking in 
novelty. But, to be of value, what is new must also be true. 
Let us see how far this condition is fulfilled. : 

The following points may be gleaned as expressing some of 
en of the author upon the subject with which he is 

ing :— 

(1) Under the old practice an originating summons did not 
require strict nal service. 

(2) The Judicature m8 1883 (sic), introduced an extension of 
the Chancery procedure by originating summons. 

(3) The ene of originating summons under R. 8. C., 1883, 
differed from the old form. 

(4) Procedure by oe summons is now for the first 
time the common property of all divisions of the High Court, 
and is no longer “the exclusive privilege of the Chancery 
Division.” 

(5) It is “reasonably clear” that, under ord. 54a, r. 1, of 
R. 8. C., 1893, an application under the Vendor and Purchaser 
Act, 1874, can be e in the Queen’s Bench Division. 

Now, we propose to demonstrate to our readers that, in each 
of the above cases, the statement of the author is either abso- 
lutely incorrect or is tainted with inaccuracy. 

To deal with the several points seriatim :— ! 

(1) At no time since the introduction of originating summonses 
in 1852 has it been possible to obtain an order in default of 
appearance without strict proof of personal service of the 
summons. We are curious to know how any service other than 
personal could possibly be effected in the case of any originating 
process. 

(2) The most careful search through the statutes has failed 
to reveal to us the existence of the Judicature Act, 1883. 

(3) Upon the question of form, the author is in a state of 
hopeless fog. If he will take the trouble to refer to the Oon- 
solidated Orders he will find that two forms of onos 
summons were there prescribed. First there was the form of 
general summons (OC. 0., Schedule K, No. 1), which could be 
treated = as an ordi summons, or, by the addition of 
certain defined particulars, as an originating summons, accord- 
ing to the requirements of the seeliaiior me § ordinary if issued 
in pending proceedings, originating if it were the first step. 
As an originating summons it was applicable to all cases under 
O. 0, 35, r. 2 ese an application for maintenance, &c., in the 
matter of an infant), or to any originating application under 
OC. O. 41, which dealt exclusively with the pe os jurisdiction 
of the court. From that time to the present the form of 
ordinary summons in use in the Chancery Division has 

with the form to which we have just directed attention. 

that time down to the 31st of December, 1893, the forms of 
originating summons in cases not to inistrati 
have practically followed the lines of that —— by the 
Consolidated Orders. [See on this point the of originating 
summons coupled with the notice of the practice masters, Dan, 





Ch. Forms, pp. 433, 434; Table of Titles, Ann. Pr., 1894,.p. 
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1221.] In addition to the form we have just considered, the 
Consolidated Orders prescribed a form of originating summons 
for administration under ord. 35, r, 3 (C. O., Appendix K, No. 
2). Let ourreaders compare the form in the Consolidated Orders 
with that in Appendix L to R. 8. C., 1883 (No. 25). They 
differ in no essential particulars, and the title as to parties is 
precisely similar in each. In passing we may note that the 
author classes this summons with those issued under statutes, 
such as the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874. This results 
from confusing two quite distinct matters. True it is that the 
old administration summons was the creature of statute, but the 
creating Act (15 & 16 Vict. c. 86) was one dealing with the 
general jurisdiction of the court, as distinguished from jurisdic- 
tion conferred by particular statutes for particular purposes, 
commonly known as the s/a‘ufory jurisdiction. 

(4) The author —_— to imagine that originating sum- 
monses are now for the first time introduced to the notice of 
— practising elsewhere than in the Chancery Division. 

e 


an authority with which he cannot be unfamiliar might | & 


have saved him from this misconception. If he will refer to the 
notes in the Annual Practice, 1894, under ord. 54, r. 4, he will 
find a statement of the cases in which originating summonses 
have been hitherto in use in the Queen’s Bench Division. 
Perhaps he will be surprised to learn that summonses to tax a 
solicitor’s bill are matters of everyday occurrence in chambers in 
that division. Let him glance at the order as to Court Fees, 
1884; he will there find a special fee prescribed ‘‘on sealing or 
issuing an originating summons under the Act 6 & 7 Vict. c. 
73” (see schedule to the order, No. 7). Of course the power to 
determine on originating summons question of construction, 
conferred on all the divisions of the High Court by ord. 544, r. 
1, is new. The fact remains that originating summonses under 
statute have not been confined to the Chancery Division. 

It might have been thought that this was a sufficient crop of 
errors from two columns of letterpress. But ‘‘ worse remains 
behind.” 

(5) We sincerely hope that no practitioner will be beguiled 
into launching a summons under the Vendor and Purchaser 
Act, 1874, in the Queen’s Bench Division. If he has sufficient 
temerity to do so, we can promise him a disastrous result to his 
ae pet So far from it being “ reasonably clear” that the 

ect of order 544 is to admit of such a proceeding, we venture 
to assert that it is absolutely certain that the very reverse is the 
fact. The suggestion that a general power conferred by rule 
on all divisions to decide questions of construction can override 
the express provisions of an unrepealed statute assigning par- 
ticular business to one division of the High Court exclusively, 
will not bear discussion. It is plain that a rule having such an 
object would be wltrd vires. We do not forget that a particular 
mode of application prescribed by statute can be altered by 
rule, as, ¢.g., where an Act of Parliament prescribes a petition, 
a rule can direct that in lieu thereof an application shall be 
made by summons (18 & 19 Vict. c. 134, 8. 16; 47 & 48 Vict. c. 
61, s. 13). But we submit, with the greatest possible con- 
fidence, that jurisdiction conferred on one branch of the court 
by statute requires the authority of a statute for its extension 
to other branches. 

We venture to think that the perils suggested to the prac- 
titioner, as awaiting him like shoals and quicksands upon his 
first voyage into the regions of the originating summons, exist 
only in the imagination of the author. 








THE LATEST LAW REFORM. 


Tue following draft Bill bas been sent to us with an intimation that 
as Parliament, unlike the Law Courts, has now arranged for con- 
tinuous sittings, the author is not without hope of getting it taken 
up and vigorously pushed forward by some influential private 
members or possibly even adopted as a Government measure. It 
appears, however, to contain a good deal of controversial matter, and 
it may be doubted whether in its present form it will find its wa 
into the pages of the Statute Book for 1894, or be received wit 
unmixed a val by the profession, though it has obviously been very 
carefully thought out in its minutest details, with the single exception 
of Form X, which is referred to in clause 2 as being scheduled, but is 


before the Bill is introduced, as the Form plays an important part 
from a sepulchral point of view. 


A Brut oF MorTALITY FoR THE LEGAL PROFESSION. 


Whereas it is desirable to allay the widespread uneasiness caused by 
recent encroachments of the Board of Trade upon professional business 
and to establish more satisfactory relations between such Board and 
the legal profession : 

BE IT THEREFORE ENACTED as follows: 

1, The Board of Trade shall in future undertake all the business 
hitherto conducted by barristers and solicitors, and for that purpose a 
special department shall be created, which shall be called the 
Professional Wrecking Department. 

2. Barristers and solicitors shall within one month after the passing 
of this Act either (a) retire on their savings, if any ; (b) obtain employ- 
ment in some other walk in life; or (c) starve. Provided that they 
shall be at liberty to receive for their own benefit any fees or charges 
actually due to them at the date of the passing of this Act. 

3. Any barrister or solicitor who shall exercise the option thirdly 

iven to him by section 2 of this Act shall be buried at the expense of 
the Consolidated Fund at a cost not exceeding three guineas on giving 
a week’s notice beforehand in Form X in the schedule to this Act, 
specifying the date on which he desires to be interred, his exact 
measurements, and the names of any persons who may desire to be 
present, if not prevented by more pressing engagements. 
4, The manner in which the legal business of the country shall be con- 
ducted after the passing of this Act shall be prescribed in regulations 
to be made from time to time by a committee to be selected from the 
Progressive members of the London County Council. 

Provided that in framing such regulations the following leading 
principles shall be dame i-- 

(a) No attention shall he paid to the wants of the community 
save in so far as may be consistent with the interests of 
the Board of Trade, which are hereby declared to be 
paramount; 

(b) No advantage shall be taken of the experience or practical 
knowledge of anyone specially conversant with the 
particular branch or subject to which any regulation is 
directed ; 

(c) Whenever there are two or more ways of arriving at the 
same end the most cumbrous and inconvenient shall be 
adopted ; . 

(d) Every regulation shall have impressed on it an appearance 
of effecting some reform or economy in the public interest, 
but the question whether in fact such regulation shall be 
beneficial or disastrous or ridiculous in its practical opera- 
tion shall not te deemed to be within the scope of the 
committee’s functions ; 

(e) No regulation shall leave anything alone that can possibly 
be disturbed or altered, it being the intent and meaning of 
this Act to vest in the Board of Trade the absolute right 
of pulverizing all existing legal institutions and of creat- 
ing, as far as possible, a new heaven and a new earth. 


5. The Board of Trade shall be provided with suitable offices for 
conducting the duties assigned to them by this Act, including 
hydraulic lifts, retiring rooms, and other proper conveniences. A 
sufficient staff shall also be provided, and the committee to be 
nominated under section 4 of this Act shall from time to time make 
recommendations on this subject. Provided that no barrister or 
solicitor shall be eligible for any appointments under this Act, 
and that in filling any office the person who shall appear to be most 
unfitted to discharge the duties of such office shall, cateris paribus, be 
preferred. 

6. And whereas the elimination of barristers and solicitors from any 
share in the conduct of legal business might otherwise embarrass Her 
Majesty’s judges, who bave been in the habit of deriving some assist- 
ance from them, and of acting on settled principles and authorities 
built up during many hundreds of years, it further enacted that 
after the passing of this Act Her Majesty’s judges shall decide all 
cases brought before them without ae too particular as to 
the soundness of their conclusions either of law or fact, but rather in 
such manner as they shall think most likely to please the Board of 
Trade and the political party in power for the time being, and shall 
be guided solely by the passing exigencies of popular passion and 
prejudice. 

7. Any person aggrieved bya decision of one or more of Her Majesty’s 
judges may get a member of the House of Commons to raise the ques- 
tion as a matter of definite public importance, end if such member is 
supported by seven other members worse than himself the decision shall 
at once be debated for a whole evening, and affirmed or reversed by 
vote of the House, in order that justice may be done in the serene 
and impartial atmosphere of that assembly. 

8. The principle of betterment shall be fully recognized, and in 





not to be found at the end. The omission will doubtless be rectified 


particular shall, as far as possible, be applied to the salaries of all 
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persons who shall be in the employment of the Board of Trade at the 

time of the passing of this Act. 
10. This Act may be cited as ‘‘The Legal Profession Wreck 

Ashore Act, 1894.” T. 


CORRESPONDENCE. 


APPLICATIONS UNDER ORDER 14 AGAINST MARRIED 
WOMEN. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Your correspondent ‘‘M.” fails to see why it should still be 
necessary to prove possession of free separate estate by a married 
woman at the time of contract by the affidavit in support under order 
14 (as decided by the Southern Counties Bank v. Farquhar (34 Souict- 
TORS’ JOURNAL, 182) ) since the recent case of May v. Chidley (ante, 
p. 82) decides that a ‘‘ notice of dishonour” of a bill indorsed on the 
writ need not be so verified. 

The distinction appears to be clear. With regard to the married 
woman’s case, if the plaintiff did not contract with her on the 
knowledge of her being possessed of free separate estate at the time 
of contract, which it was intended to bind, the contract itself cannot 
be enforced, and the onus of strict proof, beyond the indorsement on 
the writ, rests with the plaintiff ; but with regard to the notice of 
dishonour of a bill the allegation is required by the form of indorse- 
ment necessary to form a special indorsement (see Appendix C of 
R. 8. C., No. 5), which is the basis of any application under 
order 14, and if the indorsement is “special”? there is no need to 
go behind it farther than to see that the cause of action is verified by 
the affidavit in support. 

In the first case, the question is whether the contract is capable of 
enforcement at law by proof of the separate free estate; but in the 
second case the point is simply whether the writ is specially in- 
dorsed or not. Brereton v. Edwards (4 Times L. R. 549) is not in 

point, as the contract was made by a /feme sole who subsequently 
married. 
My experience is that the objection of ‘‘ absence of proof of separate 
free property at time of contract” is constantly raised by alert 
solicitors, and allowed; and I think it must be admitted that the 
Annual Practice is still up to date hereon, May v. Chidley notwith- 
standing. T. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


BRETT v. MONARCH INVESTMENT BUILDING SOCIETY—No. 1, 
16th January. 


Burtpinc Socrery — Wiruprawat or Deposrrs — Ruies — ‘‘ AVAILABLE 
Bauance ’’—Depostrors To BE “‘ Parp in RoraTIoN ACCORDING TO THE 
Priority or THEIR Norticers.’’ 


Action in the Mayor's Court, London, to recover £141 11s. 9d., being 
the balance of a. deposit made by the plaintiff with the defendant society. 
The defence was that, by reason of condition 6 indorsed upon the applica- 
tion form signed by the plaintiff, the deposit was not payable at the time 
the action was brought. The defendants were a b ot society incor- 
porated under the Building Societies Acts, and they were empowered by 
section 15 of the Building Societies Act, 1874, to borrow money to the 
extent of two-thirds of the amount for the time be secured to the 
society by mortgages from its members. The plaintiff, who was not a 
member of the society, deposited various sums with the defendants, and 
on each occasion signed an application form stating that he placed the 
money on deposit with the society subject to the conditions and terms 
specified on the back thereof, by which he agreed to be bound. Condition 
6 provided that ‘‘ withdrawals of deposits are made upon the same prin- 
ciple as os to the withdrawal - shares—viz. oy a Prine ven ce 
in hand shall be at any time insufficient to pay e rs wishing 
to withdraw, they shall be paid in rotation according to the priority of 
their notices.’’ ‘The plaintiff thereupon received a deposit note stating 
that the deposit was received subject to fourteen days’ notice of with- 
drawal. In October, 1892, the plaintiff gave fourteen days’ notice of 
withdrawal, and in April, 1893, he brought this action to recover the sum 
on deposit. The defendants proved that at the date of the plaintiff’s 
notice of withdrawal depositors to the amount of £23,000 had given notices 
of withdrawal prior to the plaintiff, and that between that and the 
date when the action was brought they had had available funds in hand 
to pay only £20,000 out of the £23,000. The Common t held that 
the deposit was not repayable, under condition 6, when action was 
brought, and gave judgment for the defendants. The Divisional Court 
held that the effect of condition 6 was merely to regulate the rotation of 
payment so pes | as there was an available ce, and did not take awa 
the right of action. They accordingly entered judgment for the plaintiff. 
The defendants by leave appealed. (It appeared that since the action was 
brought the whole amount had been paid.) 





Lorgs, L.J., read a in which Lord in MR, 
staid! thai’ the cose teal aoeeaiiel y aeteuinaaen sete 
placed on condition 6 indorsed upon the eppliction form. When there 
pee tage po migsmedhn raged New a p F 


draw, did that condition only regulate 
prevent undue preference, or did it postpone the payment until there was 


an available in hand sufficient to pay in rotation accord- 
ing to the priority of their notices? The Di Court had 

the former alternative. After careful consideration they mak ae 
agree with that construction. In condition, it was essential 


construing 
0 eee ee and objects Nah oh aggro society. They 
were a building , created primarily for of advancing 
suey $0 pean Guewin of becoming possessed of their 
Sencinedas sealer tan a defendants, the money being repayable by 
instalments exten: over a of years. Those instalments would 
come in by degrees, and it not be reasonable that the society, having 
the right to borrow, should be ne suddenly to repay sums of 
money which they might not have in or under their immediate con- 
trol. Could the defendants rely u condition 6 as an answer to the 
plaintiffs’ case? In their 
that condition. That was inserted to meet any extraordinary 
run on the society by terrified depositors, and to give the eociety time to 
meet such claims until moneys came to their hands to satisfy them. If 
all the depositors could bring their actions to recover their deposits at the 
same time, what was the advantage of the provision for rotation and 
priority ? The condition meant that the society migh 
and depositors’ actions to recover until there was an available b: 
hand sufficient to pay tors in rotation according to the priority of 
their notices. ‘ A balance in hand” meant, not only money in 
the coffers of the society, but also moneys which they could realize without 
undue loss or delay—e.g., money invested in Consols. The defendants 
did not possess an available balance hand of this kind at the time of 
the plaintiffs’ notice to a up to nor at the time of action 


BE 


brought ; and therefore the had his action too soon when, 
according to condition 6, the money, gy: por de pays 

Kay, L.J., said that upon the condition 6 he felt some 
difficulty. He was rather to adopt the view of the Divisional 


inclined 
Court. The conditions indorsed on the application form were drawn by 
the defendants, and, where not clear, must be construed against them. 
The difficulty he felt was whether condition 6 was so clearly worded as to 
take away the right of action from the tor, or whether sufficient 
operation would not be given to it by its application to the 
> dopocthor's sight of sation, th ough to be engeemed eatee heugiy? 
a depositor’s to more ¢ y- 
He di wot Quins hak to: give the the more limited construction 
deprived it of its useful o; because it would mean that the society 
could not arbitrarily prefer-one depositor to another. It provided for 
yment in rotation according to the priority of notices. It laid down an 
telligible rule as to the mode in which the available balance in hand 
should be dealt with. He would be more inclined to give it that restricted 
meaning than to say that the right of action was away until there 
was an available balance in hand. He contented himself, however, with 
stating the difficulty that he felt. 
Tue Covrr refused to stay execution pending an appeal to the House of 
Lords.—Covunser, Willis, Q.C., and Cannot ; Channell, Q.C., and Montagne 
Lush. Soxscrrons, Henshall Fereday ; Howard § Shelton. 
[Reported by W. F. Rannry, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re M. WHITEHEAD (Deceased), PEACOCK v. LUCAS—Stirling, J., 
13th January. 


ADMINISTRATION—F UND sET APART FoR FuTURE Lecactgs—Lire Tenant 
or Restipvur—Vestep Lecactes—Interest From Fonp unt. Payment— 
Carrrat orn Income or Restpvary Estate. 


This was an originating summons taken out 
trustees of the will of Mrs. Whitehead for a m whether the 
several interests hereinafter mentioned, over which the a 
power of appointment by will under the will of her sister, Sarah A. 
Abbott, as part of the residuary estate of the said Mrs. to 
be treated as capital or income of the residuary estate 
namely—(a) The interim income of a fund held by the said Mrs. Abbott's 
executors to meet six of £3,500 each to six legatees, w 

vested at the said Mrs. Abbott’s death, but were payable 
legatees respectively attained the age of twenty-five, and 
interest in the meantime ; (4) the unapplied income from 
a fund held by the said Mrs. Abbott’s executors to meet a conditional and 
discretionary annuity of £50 a year payable only in the uncontrolled dis- 
cretion of the said executors. By her will, dated December 6, 1890, Mrs. 
Abbott devised and Cogabathel ait ter vast see peineeel stele 


executors and trustees upon trust to convert the same, and she 

ste n, Samuel Thomas Abbott, the conditional annuity of @ year; 

and the directed her executors and trustees to set aside a com- 
tent sum in Two and a Half per Cent. Government Annuities to answer 
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Tus Court (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Lopszs, L.J.; Kay, L.J., doubting) 
allowed the appeal, and entered judgment for the defendants. 


















































i 
5 
} 


TAMIA HOPI ont ri sea ecireane AC oantnsires trellis Anas aresonai Mase 
» ‘i 2 : a 


NW 2 BNE 


COP RAEI MUREYEY (oo Teco aaron 


PSS ise OE ee OF ae et 
= 
a 

















Gat Nel B07 a Sart ci 


184 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








invested in trust for them respectively. And the te-tatrix gave the 
residue of her estate to her sister, Mrs. Whitehead, for her life, und 
after her death as she he “3 by will appoint. Mrs. Abbott died on the 
18th of January, 1892. By an order made by the court in the matter of 
the estate of the said 8S. A. Abbott, widow, ed (Re Abboti, Peactck v. 
Abbott, i892—A—No. 406), on the 3rd of June, 1892, it was declared that 
upon the true construction of Mrs. Abbott’s will, and in the events which 
had , the o—— by her said will given to her stepsons except 
the ~ sae mages T. Abbott carried interest from the date = e — — 
respectively attaining the age of twenty-five years or the expiration o 

one year from the death of 4 the testatrix, whichever should last happen. 
The residue of Mrs. Abbott’s estate, according to the present valuations of 
the securities representing the same, was sufficient to answer these legacies, 
and had been retained by the trustees and executors to meet them when 
they became payable. By her will, dated the 3rd of February, 1892, Mrs. 
Whitehead , bequeathed, and appointed (such re eri being 
made in exercise of the powers given her by the will of . Abbott) all 
the residue of her property to the trustees of Mrs. Abbott’s will upon 
trust for conversion and investment, and to hold the same upon trust for 
the benefit of Rosa Ellen Lucas, the wife of William Lucas, one of the 
defendants - that was to say, to pay the income thereof to Mrs. Lucas 
during her life, and after her death for her children as she should by deed 
or will point, and in default of appointment in trust for all her children 
who, bely sons, should attain the age of twenty-one years, or, being 
daughters, should attain that age or marry under that age, share and 
share alike. Mra. Whitehead died on the 19th of November, 1892. Mrs. 
Lucas was still living, and she had two children only, who were both infants 
and defendants. 

Sriaxine, J., said reference had been made to a series of cases in which 
it had been held that where a fund was set apart to answer contingent 
legacies the income arising from the fund until the legacies became vested 
formed part of the income of the residue. In the last case which had been 
referred to (Al/husen v. Whittell, before Wood, V.C., L. R. 4 Eq. 295, 
15 W. R. Ch. Dig. 122) the fund was set apart to meet contingent legacies, 
and it was contended that, there being a specific fund set apart, the Income 
fell into the residue not as income but as capital. The Vice-Chancellor 
said: * As s the contingent legacies, there is a great deal of force 
in the argument that if these legacies become payable they are, like any 
other legacies, no longer residue ; and being no longer residue, the tenant 
for life ought not, upon principle, to be entitled to the income of the fund 
set apart to meet them, any more than to the income of any other part of 
the fund which may be neces for the payment of any other legacy.” 
The Vice-Chancellor was therefore plainly of opinion that as regarded 
any other legacies, i.c., vested legacies, this doctrine did not apply, 
and he went on to say, ‘“‘I am not sure that the courts, in some 
of the authorities cited, have sufficiently adverted to this rea- 
soning ; and whether they have not too narrowly followed words rather 
than things when they said that this income is income of residue; 
because when it comes to be taken out it is no longer residue. How- 
ever I think I am bound by authority.’’ Now the reasoning of the 
Vice-Chancellor was based upon the fact of the contingency of the 
egneion, and, so far as one might judge by the language of the 

-Chancellor, he was clearly of opinion that if the legacies had been 
vested that reasoning would not apply. It would consequently not apply 
in the present case, where the six legacies given to the stepchildren of 
Mrs. Abbott were vested. His lordship considered he must treat this case 
as if Mrs. Whitehead’s estate had been simply entitled to a terminable 
annuity of a like amount with the income arising from the fund set apart 
to answer these legacies respectively. Crawley v. Crawley (7 Sim. 427) 
applied, and it seemed to him that the fund must be dealt with in the 
same way as it had been dealt with in that case—namely, that the interim 
interest which should accrue up to the time at which each legatee attained 
the of twenty-five years must be treated as capital and invested, and 
that the income only of such investments should be paid to Mrs. Lucas as 
tenant for life. As to the other question, the sum set apart to answer 
the annuity of £50 formed part, subject to the payment of that annuity, 
of Mrs. Abbott’s residuary state, and passed as part of the residue of 
Mrs. Whitehead’s estate. That part of the case was covered by Cranley 
v. Dizon (23 Beav. 512, 5 W. R. Ch. Dig. 123), from which it was really 
indistinguishable, and the surplus income would be paid to the tenant 
for life.—Counset, Sankey ; Dodd; Lock. Sottcrrors, H, A. Dowse; E. 


Dowse, 
[Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re THE PRINTING, TELEGRAPH, AND CONSTRUCTION CO. OF THE 
AGENCE HAVAS, Ex parte CAMMELL—Stirling, J., 16th January. - 


CompaNy—Winpinc ve—Drirecror — Quauirication Suares — Conrrinv- 
TORY. 


This was the hearing of a motion by Charles Cammell, asking that the 
register of members of the above company 
his name therefrom as the holder of forty shares, on the ground that he 
never for, or agreed to take, ermccepted the allotment to him of 
the shares, and that such allotment, if made, was improper and in- 

The memorandum and articles of association were dated the 16th 
of March, 1893, and by article 62 it was provided that the first directors 
should be appointed by a majority of the subscribers of the memorandum 
of association. 64 provided that the qualification of a director 
should be the holding of £200 of share capital, fully paid up, in his own 
poder the first directors were allowed one month from the first general 

of shares in which to complete their qualification. By article 
70 the office of director was vacated (1) if (inter alia) he ceased to hold 


E 


might be rectified by removing | i 


to acquire the shares within the prescribed time; (2) on ae ne: not 
withdrawn for seven days, and not previously accepted. a) t 
signed the memorandum of association for one share, and was appointed a 
director. The first board meeting was held on the 18th of March, when 
the applicant attended. On the 29th of March a second meeting was held, 
at which the applicant was not present. Resolutions for the allotment of 
shares were passed, including the allotment of forty shares to the appli- 
cant, who had made no a tion, but was put on the register of share- 
holders. The only other meeting attendéd by the _— was on 
the 14th of April. The secrétary of the company wrote to the applicant on 
the Ist of my & after the expiration of the qualification period of one month, 
enclosing a form of application for shares, and askipg him to sign it and 
return it with a cheque for the amount due on application. A corre- 
spondence ensued between the applicant, the secretary, and the chairman 
of the company, and ultimately, in September, the applicant received 
notice calling on him to pay £85 in respect of the shares. This he 
declined to do, and on the Ist of November gave the notice of motion as 
previously stated. Counsel for the motion urged that Cammell had never 
qualified as a director, and therefore could not act as one. He ceased to 
be a director directly the qualifying period of one month was up. On the 
other hand it wes argued that at the moment the month exp he was 
bound to have, and did have, the shares: Lord Inchiquin’s case (39 
W. R. 610; 1891, 3 Ch. 28). They also referred to In re Wheal Buller 
Consols (36 W. R. 723, 38 Ch: D. 42), Brown's case (22 W. R. 171, L. R. 
9 Ch. 102), Hallmark's case (26 W. R. 824, 9 Ch. D. 329). 


Sriruina, J., stated the facts, and said that on the evidence it must be 
taken that until the 15th of May the applicant did not know that any 
shares had been allotted to him. The first question for consideration was, 
had the applicant agreed with the company to take the thirty-nine shares 
in question? Express agreement there was none. The applicant no doubt 
acted as a director, but Re Wheal Buller Consols (supra) shewed that that 
circumstance alone was not sufficient ground for holding that he had con- 
tracted to take shares. The applicant was not aware that his name had 
been entered on the ras the holder of the shares allotted to him 
until the middle of May, and he could not be fixed with constructive 
notice of the fact: Halimark’s case (supra). The - pee might also 
have so acted as to preclude himself from deny he had entered 
into such an agreement, and this was the nm contention on the 
part of the company. Brown's case (supra), the leading authority on 
that subject, and Lord Inchiquin’s case (supra) shewed that it was 
estential to the application of the law there laid down that the direc- 
tor should be found acting as such at a time when he could not 
properly so act without possessing the qualification. After the 29th 
of April he attended no board meeting, and did no act as director, unless 
his resignation of office were such. The board did not treat him as having 
acquired his qualification ; and instead of sending a formal application 
for the proper number of shares, he sent in his resignation, with the object 
of avoiding oe with the request of the board founded on the 
absence of qualification. In so acting he could not be taken to have acted 
in respect of a qualification, or be held to have estopped himself from 
denying that he agreed to take the shares in question. The name of the 
applicant was entered on the register without sufficient cause, and he was 
not precluded by anything that had happened from having his name 
removed. Order, therefore, in accordance with the notice of motion.— 
CounssL, Hastings, Q.C., and Geo. P. Lawrence ; Buckleu, Q C., and Edward 
Ford, Soxscrrors, Slaughter $ May ; Beyfus § Beyfus. 

[Reported by W. Suaticross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law. } 


PAGE v. NORFOLK—Romer, J., 11th January. 


Speciric Perrormance—Contract ror Sate or Reatty AND Personatty 
—ConcLupED AGREEMENT— NEGOTIATION. 


This was an action for specific performance of an alleged contract, con- 
— a term (shewn in italics below) which, .it-was argued, brought the 
case within the principle of Winn v. Bull (7 Ch. D. 29). The defendants, 
Edward Norfolk and Charles Norfolk, were the owners of Deptford 
Brewery, and the plaintiffs, N. Page and J. Lewis Wigan, were desirous 
of purchasing the premises. The following letter was, after some negotia- 
tion, drawn up and signed by the plaintiffs and defendants as shewn 


below :— 
‘Deptford Brewery, 
** Kent, S.E., 
’ ** April 17, 1893. 

** We hereby offer you £145,000 for your business, such sum to include 
the freehold brewery and premises at Deptford, the forty-six freehold and 
six leasehold houses enumerated in the list given to us, the book debts 
amounting to £5,000, and the loans £7,800, and all consumable and roll- 
ing stock, fixed and loose plant, horses, drays, carts, and other effects now 
used in connection with the business. 

** This offer is made subject to our approving a detailed contract to be entered 


into, 

**The purchase-money to be paid as to £95,000 in cash, and as to 
£20,000 in preference stock of the brewery company to be formed and as to 
£30,000 in debenture-stock in the brewery company to be formed. 

** Purchase to be completed on or before the 24th of June,.next. 

(Signed **N. Pace, 
“J. Lewis WIGAN. 

‘* We accept the above terms. 
**Epwarp Norroik. 
**Cuanites Nonrrouk.”’ 

It was practically admitted in evidence that at the time the above was 





the requisite number of shares, or in the case of 9 first director if he failed 
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po wea all the parties considered it a binding contract, but there were 
er terms discussed, as the amount of the deposit, as to the title to the 
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realty, &c., which were not stated in writing, but were intended to be 
included in the detailed contract.: This the plaintiffs contended 

merely to carry out in legal: form the alleged contract contained in the 
above letter. Subsequently to signing; the defendants received a better 
offer, and intimated to the plaintiffs that. they did not propose to continue 
*‘the negotiation.’’ It was argued that this letter was not a final and bind- 
ing agreement, and that Crossley v. Maycock (L. R, 18 Eq. 180) and Winn 
v. Bull (7 Ch. D. 29) applied and rendered it unenforceable, as the contract 
contained no provision as to title to the realty, the deposit, current 


liabilities of the business, use of the name, and detailsas to the proposed . 


company. 
Romer, J., in delivering judgment, said : In my opinion the action fails, 
on the ground that there was not a concluded agreement. No doubt the 
ties had agreed on the main heads of the contract, and they thought 
on the 17th of April that they had executed a document binding them in 
some way. But the letter included a term -in these words: [his lordship 
read the words in italics above]. It is common ground that it was con- 
templated that a detailed contract was to be prepared by vendors’ solicitor, 
and submitted to the purchasers. That contract was to contain terms 
going beyond the heads mentioned in the agreement, and if it did not 
meet with the approval of the emagea they could reject it. Now, if the 
plaintiffs were not bound, neither could the defendants be so. This is not 
a case where there is a mere reference to a formal contract to carry out 
the terms agreed. It is a case where there is a reference to a document 
containing other terms, and which is to be approved. In this cular 
cage there were many details to be discussed. On these grounds I come 
to the conclusion that the parties have not finally come to a concluded agree- 
ment, and that the letter does not constitute such an agreement. The 
action will be dismissed, but without costs.—Counsrt, Neville, Q.C., and 
Hamilton ; Hopkinson, Q C., and G. Henderson. Soxtscrrors, Baker, Blaker, 
§ Hawes; Benwell § Norfolk. 
[Reported by J. W. Gresa, Barrister-at-Law. } 





Winding-up Cases. 
Re ALUMINIUM CO. (LIM.)—Wright, J., 11th January. 


Company—Repvction or Carrrat—Perririon—JvrispicrioN—TIiT1e OF 
Petitron—Compantgs Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vicr. c. 131), ss. 9, 11, 12— 
Companies Act, 1877 (40 & 41 Vier. c. 26), s. 3—GeneratOrper, 1868, 
rn. 2—Companigs (Winptne-up) Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. c. 63), ss. 1, 2, 
32 (2)—Orpers or Marcu 26ru, 18$2, anv Novemper 7ru, 1893. 


This was a petition for the confirmation by the court of a special reso- 
lution which had been passed for reduction of capital. The petition was 
intituled ‘‘in the High Court of Justice, Chancery Division,’”’ and in‘the 
matter of the company and the Companies Acts, 1867 1877. The 
petition came before Wright, J., sitting as additional judge of the Chan- 
cery Division for the purpose of exercising the jurisdiction of the bh 
Court under the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, by virtue of the order 
of the Lord Chancellor of the 7th of November, 1893, in the absence of 
Vaughan Williams, J., on circuit. When the petition first came before 
Wright, J. (see Re Aluminium Co. (Limited), 38 Sottcrrors’ Journat, 130), 
his lordship said that he had consulted Vaughan Williams, J., and he 
agreed that he and Vaughan Williams, J., had only j under the 
Act of 1890, so the petition must be amended and intituled in the matter 
of the Companies (Winding- up) Act, 1890, as well as in the matter of the 
Companies Acts, 1867 and 1877. The petition stood over for further 
evidence, and now came on again for hearing. It was now sub- 
mitted that it was not necessary for these petitions to be intituled 
in the matter of the Companies (Winding-up) Act of 1890, for though the 
jurisdiction of the court to entertain such petition was derived under the 
Act of 1890 the petitions were not presented under that Act, but under the 
Acts of 1867 wed 1877; and that it had been held in Re The Islington and 
General Electric Supply (Limited) (36 Soxrcrrors’ Journa, 487; W. N., 1892, 
p-. 81) that the judges of the Chancery Division still had jurisdiction to 
deal with petitions for the reduction of the capital of a company, although 
the judge who exercised the jurisdiction of the High Court odie the 
Winding-up Act of 1890 was, under the order of the Lord Chancellor of the 
26th of March, 1892, Vaughan Williams, J. 

Wricur, J., said that after hearing the further argument he thought 
that it was not necessary that petitions for the confirmation of the reduc- 
tion of the capital of a company should in future be intituled in the 
matter of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890.—CounsgL, Buckley, Q.C., 
and Hamilton, Sortcrrors, Baker, Blaker, § Hawes. 


[Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


GOZZET v. THE URBAN SANITARY AUTHORITY OF MALDON— 
15th January. 


Loca, Avutnonity —ByeLtaw—New Srrert—Wivtru—Parrivate Roapway. 


Special case stated by justices of the borough of Maldon. The 
appellant, Gozzett, was charged before the justices sitting as a court of 
summary jurisdiction for that he did lay out a certain new street called 
Lodge-road as a carriage-road of a width of less than’ thirty-six feet 
contrary to the byelaws of the borough. The following were the material 
byelaws: ‘‘3. Every person who shall lay out a new street as a carriage- 
road shall lay out such street of a width of not less than thirty-six feet, 
and he shall lay out on each side of such new street a footway of a width 


was | out the 
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t, by commencing to erect the two houses on his 
and on the other facts proved, did lay out the Lodge-road as a 

Tur Cova (DAy and Lawrzance, JJ 
the con 

Day, J., said that there was no evidence that the appellant 
who was Lacey tm | a new street within the meaning of 
He had simply boug © piece ot epaeat with a private way u 
he had a right to use, he 
of ground. He had no right to any other part of the 
most unreasonable to say that because he had dug the f 
houses he at once became liable to enlarge this private way to a width 
thirty-six feet along the entire length. 

Lawrance, J., concurred. Appeal allowed.—Covunset, Channell, Q.0., 
and Wightman Wood; R. C. Glen; Sortctrors, Beaumont, Son, ¢ mene 2 
Beaumont § Bright, Maldon; Storey § Cowland, for J. Freeman, town 
Maldon. 
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[Reported by F. O. Rosixsox, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


BLAKER v. TILLSTONE—11th January. 


Pvstic Heattu Act, 1875, s, 117—Unsounp Magar sxposep vor SALE 
—Guitty Know.epcs. 


This was a ial case stated by the stipendiary magistrate of B 
Ti slant aw hare dg gran 0 and 11 ofthe ub 
Health Act, 1875, w L on 
: eS ecient chtth ee ened eae 


remises for the purpose of é 
iS the fod. of saan. The a t was a manufacturer of German 
sausages and purchased meat that purpose from a butcher. On a 
certain day a servant of the appellant went to the butcher and selected 
some meat for the ap t's * poop yee ely yn 
the appellant, who med to the butcher and meat was 

appellant’s premises. The on 

appellant’s premises as unsound and unfit for human 
cleveends ound to be so by a fate ths putes ot eee 
pods pee polly Besory es Manyy Bang hat was its 
a) t £een meat or iw own Ww. w was 
Sa ee vee ee tais dane es if be bad east 

The appelant was cocgieved end Saad. bender te See ef; he Gane 
fox the court being Wenmee © Ses ae , in order ean 

viction, that positive should have given appellant 
had actual per:onal In pmledge of the condition of the meat. 

Tur Covrt (Lord Coreriver, 0.J., and Day, J.) dismissed the 
appeal. 

Lord Cotermes, O.J., said that the object of the statute under which the 
roceedings in the case were instituted was the protection of the public, and 
t was obvious that it would render the statute if the court were 
to hold that it was n to give of actual knowledge on 
the part of the accused. dt {vas » moreover, under the 

was 


section a magistrate was empowered 
any inquiry or notice, te Gplay Giesaad saath 4 Be 
to the case of Reg. v. Sleep (9 W. R.'709) it was true that it 
that ty know! was necessary in a case under the statute 9 & 
10 Will. 3, c. 41, the 


with having admiralty 
a eaeaed aie cer 
authority of ithat decision and deferred to it, he did not think 


to be held knowledge was necessary. His lordship 

therefore was of the conviction ought to be affirmed. 

os J., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Oounsst, Gore, Sotrcrrors, 
nce . 
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NATIONAL BANK OF WALES v. COLLINS—13th January. 


Practice—Szcuriry ror Costs—Action ny Company In LiquipATION— 
Companies Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 89), s. 69. 


The question in this case was whether the plaintiff company should 
be compelled to give security for costs in an action against their late 
, in respect of overdrawn accounts and other matters, and in 
which the amount claimed was £50,000. The company was in volun- 
tary Pay em and its business had been sold to another bank, a 
sum £110,000 in shares being paid for the will, the pur- 
chasers also undertaking to indemnify the shareholders against claims, 
and not to call up the uncalled capital, amounting to £200,000. Bruce, J., 


at chambers, fordered the plaintiffs to give security for costs, and the 
plaintiffs ap . seemening that there were ample assets to satisfy 
he was successful in the action, and 


~~ costs the defendant i 
contention was epee by the affidavits of a valuer and of the 
liquidator of the bank of their opinion to that effect. It was argued by 
on their behalf that the mere fact that the company was in 
oluntary liquidation did not entitle the defendant to security; it was, 
su ¢ to found such an application, but the evidence of the 
_—— of the plaintiffs’ affairs was sufficient to defeat it. Section 
of the Companies Act, 1862, under which the application was made, 
that cecurity for costs should be given when the judge was 
that there might be insufficient assets to meet them. That 
assets obtainable in the ordinary course, which could be 
done by a 5 gy oy order. They cited Pure Spirit Co. v. 
Fowler (25 Q. B. D. 235). It was contended by counsel for the defendant 
that every asset of the tiff company had, by the liquidation and sale, 
been put out of reach of the defendant, who, not being a creditor at the 
date of the liquidation, could not obtain a compulsory winding-up order ; 
and that he was, moreover, entitled to require that there should be assets 
it to satisfy ig immediate execution for his costs in the event of his 


HE 


¥s 


i: 


i 


Tus Court (Matuew and Cottts, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. It was 
necessary to look at the character of the liquidation, and the position of 
the company in voluntary liquidation, for amalgamation with 

bank not disclose any assets which could be said to 
be undoubtedly available within the meaning of the Act of Parlia- 
ment, and the affidavits of the valuer and liquidator merely stated 
opinion, but gave no figures. A winding-up order would 
not, if the defendant could get it, be a sufficient compliance with 
the statute, for the defendant was entitled to issue immediate execution in 
the event of his succeeding in the action.—Counser, 7. W. Chitty and 
George White; Channell, Q.0., and Strachan, Sotscrrors, Riddle § Co. ; 
Beli, Broderick, § Gray. 

[Reported by J. P. Metxor, Barrister-at-Law.} 


HOYLE AND JACKSON AND OTHERS r. OLDHAM UNION— 
16th January. 


Pooz Rate—AssEessmENT— RATEABLE VALUE—Cotron Mitts—Occvupation— 
Depucrion iv Respect or Temporary Srorrace — Strike — ANNUAL 
a. Trenant—6 & 7 Wit. 4, c. 96-25 & 26 Vier. 
c. 103, 


This case raised an important question as to whether the appellants, 
representing the Federated Association of Master Cotton Spinners, were 
entitled to oo: ymewy from the assessment of poor rates, made on 
their cottonjmills situated in the Oldham Union, by reason of the stoppage 
of the mills during a strike. The case came before the court on a special 
case stated by consent under Baines Act (12 & 13 Vict. c. 45), and the 
facts were shortly that the mills had ceased work, in consequence of the 
on the 5th of November, 1892; the rate being made on the 7th of 
same month. The strike continued for twenty weeks. The only 


i 


A, 


- occupation by the appellants — that period was for the purposes of 


and maintaining the buildings and machinery in a fit condition 
resume work by occasionally oiling the machinery and getting up 

. The a. went before the assessment committee on 

the 12th of June, 1893, when the committee refused to make 
» and the rate was subsequently made. It was 

that if the court should decide that the appellants were 
entitled to an allowance, the rate should be reduced one one-half. 
was contended by counsel on the part of the appellants, that upon the 
of the cases of Staley v. Castleton (5 B. & 8. 505), and Harper v. 
GB. & 8. 591), they were entitled to have their mills rated as ware- 
machinery only and not as doing an active trade. The proper 
was the nature of the occupation at the time the rate was made, and 

at. that time in the present case, the mills being closed, there was no 
the ts’ gué trade or of any kind other than for 
of the value of the mills. By virtue of the Acts of 
ict. c. 103 and 27 & 28 Vict. c. 39 it was the duty of the over- 
assessment committees where there had been such a change in 
of the occupation to make a supplemental list taking such 
t, which in due time became part of the ordinary list. 
entitled to have the benefit of these provisions. When 
entire cessation of occupation of the mills the owners 
admittedly entitled to deduction, and where a change had taken 
was still existing at the time the rate was made they contended 
en . The assessment of the year before was 
an estimate upon which the fresh rates might be based, 
which underlay the rating of railways and mines, the 
would be affected by strikes, was in reality the same 
which applied to the rating of mills. They cited also: 
Junction Railway. Co. (4 Q. B. 18), West Ham v. 


| 


hs 


ti 
| 


F 
i 
§ 


i 
Hy 
E 


i 
7 


. V. Grand 


London County Council (1893, A. OC. 562), Mildmay v. Wimbledon (20 
W. R. 986), Reg. v. Westbrook (10 Q. B. 178), Reg. v. Malden 
(L. R. 4 Q. B. 326). It was argued by counsel for the respon- 
dents that the appellants were not entitled to any deduction in 
rat 5 of a contingency of a temporary character, such as a strike, which 
been taken into consideration in arriving at the gross value. The true 
test as to the rateable value was laid down by statute, and was (after 
certain deductions) the rent at which the hereditament might reasonably 
be expected to let from year to year. The hypothetical tenant, in estimat- 
ing the rent year by year, would take into consideration the general con- 
tingency of strikes, but not any particular one. What his profits were in 
any one year was not the question: Smith v. Churchwardens of Birmingham 
(22 Q. B. D. 703). The distinction between the present case and the cases 
of Staley v. Castleton and Harper v. Salford was that the stoppage here was 
not o to a general and prolonged state of things, but was of a purely 
temporary character, and liable to be terminated ut any moment. If the 
contention of the apppellants was sound, it would be necessary to re-assess 
the rateable value from month to month, and every cause of loss, such as 
bad trade or a breakdown in the machinery, would entitle to deduction. 

Tue Court (Day and Lawrance, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Day, J., in giving judgment, said he was clearly of opinion that the 
contention of the appellants was wrong. It was settled law that the 
rateable value was the rent that a hypothetical tenant might reasonably be 
expected to give for the premises from year to year. No particular cir- 
cumstances of this year must be taken into account: the question was, 
what, at the time of the aseessment, would be given by such tenant at the 
date of the rate. In the present case the appellants were in continuous— 
and, in a sense, beneficial—occupation during the whole period. 

Lawrance, J., said the question was whether, where it could be shewn, 
that for whatever reason, a business could not for a time be carried on at 
a profit, the proprietors were entitled to say that they were not in occu- 
pation of the business premises in the same sense as before. In his 
opinion they were so in occupation ; in the present case they were ready 
to resume work at any moment the strike ceased. The two cases most 
relied on by the appellants were distinguishable, and where there was a 
mill let from year to year the question which had to be decided was what 
rent a hypothetical tenant would pay. The general contingency of strikes 
would undoubtedly enter into his consideration, although not the 
particular event which happened.—Counser, F. Marshall, QC., and 
Montague Lush ; Macmorran and F. H. Mellor. Sowtcrtors, Chester § Co. ; 
Maudss § Tunnicliffe, for J. W. Mellor, Oldham. 


{Reported by J. P. Metron, Barrister-at-Law. | 








LAW SOCIETIES, 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


In pursuance of the resolution passed at the adjourned annual general 
meeting, held on the 15th of July, 1881, to the effect that meetings of the 
society should be held in January and April, a special general meeting of 
the members of the society will be held in the hall of the society on 
Friday, the 26th inst., at 2 o’clock precisely, to consider the subjects 
hereafter mentioned, and of which notice has been duly given. 

Mr. Henry Mossor will move : 

‘‘ That the council be requested to consider the provisions of rule 26 of 
order 16 of the Rules of the Supreme Court, with a view to a repeal or 
modification of such rule.’’ 

Mr. A. H. Hastie will move : 

1. “‘That it is expedient in future editions of the calendar of the 
Incorporated Law Society to mark, with a distinguishing mark, the name 
of every solicitor who, at the latest time at which inquiry could 
reasona ly be made before the calendar went to press, was an undischarged 


bankrupt. 

2. “That it is expedient that steps be taken to enable the council to 
cancel the certificate to practise of, and thereafter to refuse to grant a 
certificate to, any solicitor against whom a receiving order shall have been 
made, or who shall have compounded with, or yy his property for the 
benefit of his creditors, unless and until he shall have appeared before the 
committee of the Law Society and have satisfied them either that such 
receiving order, composition, or assignment was brought about by causes 
which he could not have foreseen or prevented, or that there were special 
circumstances connected therewith sufficient in the opinion of the 
committee to justify them in granting a renewal of the solicitor’s certifi- 
cate; and that where an affidavit is presented to the council stating that 
any solicitor is liable to have his certificate cancelled or refused for the 
reasons aforesaid, they shall summon euch solicitor before them, and hear 
the case in the same way as if the solicitor had been called upon to 
answer matter contained in an affidavit alleging fessional misconduct 
against him, and that every solicitor whose certificate shall be refused or 
cancelled shall have a right of appeal to the High Court of Justice.”’ 





LEEDS INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
The following are extracts from the report of the committee of this 


ty :— 

Members.—The present number of members is 119. 

The Land Transfer Bill.—The subject of land transfer, after having 
been allowed to rest for nearly three years, was revived by the introduction 
oy Ge Lord Chancellor in the early part of the session of a ‘“‘ Bill to 
simplify Titles and facilitate the Transfer of Land in England.” This 





Bill does not interfere with the Land Transfer Act of 1875 except by way 
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of amendment and extension, and it is ali much less ambitious 
and extensive in scope than Lord Halsbury’s Bill withdrawn in 1889. It 
retains, however, in principle, although in a somewhat medified shape, 
the most objectionable feature of its predecessor—compulsory registration. 
Clause 1 provides for the compulsory registration of land on sale, com- 
pulsion being effected by the provision that after the time fixed by Order 
in Council for registration no purchaser of freehold land shall acquire the 
legal estate unless he be registered under the Act. The views of your 
committee on the subject of land transfer have been frequently expressed. 
They approve and will assist any efforts which may be made to improve the 
law of real pay and to facilitate conveyancing practice, but they con- 
sider that these objects will be best attained by allowing those concerned 
to be free agents in the matter. To force upon Golewests a system 
which, having been tried in practice for eighteen years, has proved a 
complete failure is a highly arbitrary p g. It cannot be excused 
by any of the usual considerations which lead a Government to interfere 
with people’s freedom of choice in the management of their business. 
There is no public grievance to be redressed and certainly no 
public demand for any change. It has not yet been shewn, and 
your committee do not believe that it can be shewn that the pro- 
posed new system will be either cheaper or nore expeditious than the 
old. Under these circumstances the costly experiment of comp’ 
registration ought not to be enforced, and the fact that the system 
adopted in some other countries under wholly different conditions is no 
justification for it. It is impossible moreover not to see in the Bill a first 
and not inconsiderable step in the direction of establishing a Government 
Office for transacting the conveyancing business of the country. The 17th 
clause gives power to carry the Act into effect by rules; what 
these rules may be and how far they will go it is impossible to say, but 
the officials of the Land Registry Office have made it plain in more ways 
than one that they intend to enter into active competition with solicitors 
for conveyancing business. Of this their ‘‘ Memorandum on 4 
Equitable Mortgages”’ is the most recent but by no means the only 
example. Such memoranda and notices, prepared and issued, it must be 
assumed, at the public expense and circulated broadcast, are in effect an 
advertisement inviting the public to come and do business with the officials 
of the seem registry rather than with their own solicitors. Itis certainly 
anomalous that professional men who are highly taxed for the privilege of 
exercising their calling and subjected by the State to so many restrictions 
in exchange for the privileges aseumed to be conferred on them should be 
subject to competition on the part of the body from whom their rights 
and privileges are derived. Your committee, in furtherance of a plan 
which had been matured by the Incorporated Law Society, un to 
arrange for the canvass of every solicitor in the five Par mtary divi- 
sions of Leeds, the Pudsey division, the Barkston Ash division, and the 
Ripon and Otley divisions. With the assistance of leading solicitors in 
Harrogate, Otley, and Selby, this work was nearly completed. The Bill 
having been withdrawn for the session in the month of November, it be- 
came unnecessary to complete it for the moment, but as there is every 
probability that the Bill will be taken up again members may be assured 
that the committee will not allow the subject to pass out of d. 

Legal Education.—In the December of last year the secretary of the 
Leeds Law Students’ Society wrote requesting the assistance of the com- 
mittee in carrying out a scheme of legal education formulated by them as 
follows :—‘‘ Leeds to be made the centre of a district comprising Bradford, 
Dewsbury, Wakefield, Halifax, and Huddersfield. Annual ts to be 
made by the law societies in each of the above towns and by the Incorpo- 
rated Law Society. The tuition to be by means of classes as distinct from 
lectures on the subjects necessary for the final and intermediate examina- 
tions. A fee to be charged to each articled clerk — 
classes. Your committee considered that it was necessary 
undertaking any responsibility to have some information as to the 
probable number of law students who desired to avail themselves of the 
proposed teaching, the amount of fees to be , and also whether 
the co-operation of the law societies of Bradford, Dewsbury, Wakefield, 
Halifax, and Huddersfield had been secured. Inquiries on these heads 
were therefore addressed to the Leeds Law Students’ Society. Pending 
the receipt of answers to their inquiries a meeting was convened on the 
26th of April in Leeds by the Yorkshire Law to consider a scheme, 
which was said to be assented to by several law societies in the county, 
based on the creation of a Board of Legal Studies for Yorkshire, wu 
which the several law societies, the Yorkshire College, and the Law 
Students’ Society should be represented, and which board was intended 
to be charged with the general superintendence of Jegal studies in York- 
shire. Your committee, having been we to co- ite, appointed 
Mr. Dalton, the president, Mr. Barr, and Mr. J. R. Ford to represent the 
society at the meeting to be held on the 26th of April. That meeting was 
held and the question fully discussed. As the result of this and of other 
meetings a constitution was drawn up for a Board of for 
Yorkshire, and the committee were informed that the society would be 
entitled to nominate a representative on the board on the annual payment 
of £10 10s. The president was nominated as the society’s 
and the conveners of the conference were informed that the would 
contribute £10 10s. for one year in order that the scheme might be tried. 
but that the society must not be considered as pledged to continue the 
subscription in all events. Your committee understand that the board has 
not yet met. 





UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 

December 15—Mr. C. Willoughby Williams in the chair.—Dr, CO. 
Herbert Smith moved: ‘‘ That t ouse approves of the extension of the 
franchise (parliamentary and municipal) to women.’’ Mr. A, K. Common 
opposed, and the following gentlemen took part in the :—Messrs. 








McMillan, Marks, Symonds, Smith, _ Browne, Hopkins, and 
Hawkins. On tho motion being put € the House Hy was Tot by eeven 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. . 


As the result of the Hilary Honour Examination of students of the Inns 
of Court held at the Middle Temple on the 18th, 19th, 20th, 21st, and 22nd 
of December, 1893, the of Legal Education have awarded to Wil- 
frid Mortimer Hunt, of Lincoln’s-inn, a studen’ of 100 guineas a 
year, tenable for three years. To Malcolm Martin of 
coln’s-inn, a 8 prize 
tional law (English and Colonial) and legal 


McCardie, of the Middle Temple; James Francis Wallace Galbraith, of 
Lincoln’s-inn; Malcolm of Lincoln’s-inn; Jan 
Christian Smuts, of the Middle Temple ; James Walker,of Lincoln’s-inn ; 
and Henry Foley, of Lincoln’s-inn, of 

Gokalb’ Bapuji Desai, of Lincoln’s- and Herbert Brent Grotrian, 
of the Inner red McCardie, of 


emple, pass certificates. Alf 
the Middle Teanple the ** Cawpbell Foster ”’ ‘prise (Middle Temple). 

At the Pass Examination held at the Middle Temple on the 18th, 
19th, 20th, and 21st of December, 1893, the Council award to the follow- 
ing students certificates that had passed a public 
examination :—Hafiz Munirudd Gaspard 
Garabed Amirayan, Syed Hashim Bilgrami, 
John Barnard Byles, gon Bae ew ng Han somaya 
Victor Holton Cawthra, mage ho = Chaderton, William 
Cope, William Francis Drew, Mervyn Smith, William Joseph 
Havers, Tredwell John Houghton-Gray, Sidney Humphries, Walter 
Andrew Inderwick, Bertram Francis Liddell, 
Eustratius Emanuel Mavrogordato, Alfred Moritz Mond, Percy Morris, 
Forbes St. John Morrow, Francis Herbert Mowatt, Thomas Arthur Organ, 
Henry Herbert Peet, Daniel Po Dan, Francis Edward Newman 
Rogers, Samuel Vilett Rolleston, James Blair Ross, Gideon 
Macpherson Rutherford, Arthur Pilkington Shaw, Robert William Stent, 
Robert Sidney Stone, Philip Rollason Thomason, Henry Alexander 
Trotter, Laurence Archer oe Alfred Warren, Arthur Walters 
Wills, John Frederick Wilson, Hi Duckle Wraith, 

Temple; Asad Ali Khan, William John , Charles James Banner- 
man, Ernest Belfort Bax, S —o- Fecter Bayley, Syed Zainul 
Bilgrami, James B: Edm Clark, Robert Newton Crane 
Petrus De Villiers, te Walle Stantoy ~ Xavier D’ 

etrus . 

Joseph Victor Amand Ee aimmal 


land Teed, Iradut Ullah, dhe ey 
Charles Wentworth, and Jamadar Y: , of the Middle ge ; Archi- 
bald Edward Balfour, William Townsend egalos A. 
Caloyanni, Geor Clucas, Chunilal Bhalabhai Charles 
Geake, Syud Mir Muhtashim Husain, Robert Jardine, James 
Mackenzie, Lewis Noad, Kumar Shri Ramsinhji, Calvert Hutchinson 
Fk wok geet 0 ems ibdien Won 

er-Da ’ y eer, 
of Gray’s-inn; and to Alfred Goldner, of the Middle: Temple, 
the J J. Powell” prize | (Middle Temple). 

e follo students passed a 
tow sheer tine Barnard, Charles 
Brunner, Alfred Henry Cohen, Brenton 
jene Laake :. Beaty .Bagens Walter” Grant. Christopher 
, Henry 

Howarth, Arthur Bal Morland’ Wyatt Paine, Claud Schuster, John 
Bernard Seeley, Pi Tindal- 


L 


Nazarat Hoeain, Nasiruddin eo 

H ’ Weller Kent, William Murray Chewn Nai, 

Salam goeoad bee Ww iitinm ‘Andrew Timbrel, A ie Middle ; 
roule ’ 

G 4 Badhwar, Walter Branston, Eric Andrew 

armen Percival —_ John Cross, Thomas 

Edward Lionel Pinches, *~ Hiteed Beith cad Ase 

John Walker, of Lincoln’s-inn; and Kabiruddin, 

John Lampard, and Theodore Smith Toolis, of Gray’s-inn. 


EXAMINATIONS AT THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY IN 
THE YEAR 1893. 


Sprctat Prizes open To ALL CANDIDATE. 


Scott Scholarship. 

Percy Holland Chambers being, in the MS Sho connate, So 
candidate best acquainted with the and practice of Jaw, 
they have a to him the , by Mr. John Scott, of 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 


Mr. Chambers served his clerkship with Mr. Frederick West, of the firm 
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of Mesers. West, King, Adams, & Co., of London, and obtained the prize 

of the Honourable of Clement’s-inn, the Daniel Reardon, and the 

John Mackrell prizes at the Honours Examination held in January, 1893. 
Broderip Prize. 

David Arthur Nicholl, B.A., having shewn himself best acquainted with 
the law of real property and the practice of conveyancing, having passed a 
satisfactory examination, and attained honorary distinction, the council 
have awarded to him the prize, consisting of a gold medal, founded by 
Mr. Francis Broderip, of Lincoln’s-inn. 

Mr. Nicholl served his articles of clerkship with Messrs. Dent & Adams, 
of Wolverhampton, and Messrs. Hemsley & Hemsley, of Londou, and 
obtained the prize of the Honourable Society of New-inn and the John 
Mackrell prize at the Honours Examination, November, 1893, 


Locat Prizzs. 
Timpron Martin Prize for Candidates from Liverpool. 

Edgar Leicester Billson, B.A., having, from among the candidates from 
Liverpool, passed the best examination, and attained honorary distinction, 
the council have awarded to him the prize, consisting of a gold medal, 
founded by Mr. Timpron Martin, of Liverpool. 

Mr. Billson served his clerkship with Messrs. Batecon, Warr, & Bateson, 
of Liverpool, and obtained a third class certificate at the Honours Exami- 
nation held in November, 1893. 


Atkinson Prize for Candidates fron Liverpool or Preston. 
Edgar Leicester Billson, B.A., having, from among the candidates from 
Liverpool or Preston, shewn himself best acquainted with the law of real 
and the practice of conveyancing, otherwise passed a satisfactory 
examination, and attained honorary distinction, the council have awarded 
to him the prize, consisting of a gold medal, founded by Mr. John Atkin- 
son, of Liverpool. 


Birmingham Law Society’s Gold Medal. 


Thomas Arthur Prest, B.A., having, from among the candidates who are 
articled to members of the Birmingham Law Society, been first in order of 
merit and recommended by the examiners as entitled to honorary 
distinction, and awarded a prize, the council have awarded to him the 
gold medal of the Birmingham Law Society. 

Mr. Prest served his clerkship to Messrs. Saunders, Bradbury, & 
Saunders, of Birmingham, and Messrs. Crowders & Vizard, of London, 
and obtained a prize from the Incorporated Law Society at the Honours 
Examination in April, 1893. 


Birmingham Law Sociely’s Bronze Medal. 


This prize is open to candidates who have been articled to a member of 
the above society, who are first in order of merit, who have not taken 
the society’s gold medal, and who have, been placed in the first or 
second class at the Honours Examination. 

Ban examiners reported that there was no one qualified to take this 
prize. 
Stephen Heelis prize for Candidates from Manchester or Salford. 


Henry John Robberds Herford, B.A., having, from among the candi- 
dates from Manchester or Salford, passed the best examination, and 
attained honorary distinction, the council have awarded to him the prize, 
consisting of a gold medal, founded in memory of the late Mr. Stephen 
Heelis, of Manchester. 

Mr. Herford served his clerkship with Messrs. Dendy & Paterson, of 
Manchester, and Mr. Ernest Arthur Fuller, of London, and obtained the 
prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s-inn, and the Daniel Reardon 
prize at the Honours Examination held in April, 1893. 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Dgsatine Socrerx.—Jan. 16—Mr. Archer White in the 
.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That this society deplores that the 
Rules of the apr hang of oe peer apenas will _ 
cause unnecessary c of p ure without remedying the evi 
referred to in the report of Her Majesty’s judges.’’ Mr. Clarence Har- 
ee my - ——_ =. 0. B. L. Alder hp ag Me. 
. the n ve. The following members also spoke : 
. Wateon, Nugent Chaplin, Woodhouse, Watkins, Kinipple, 
. Mr. Harcourt having replied, the chairman summed up, when 
motion was carried by five votes. The subject for debate at the next 
meeting of the society, on Tuesday, January 23, is: ‘‘ That in the opinion 
this society the conduct of the present Opposition in the House of 
has been inconsistent, obstructive, and unpatriotic.”’ 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Myer 8. Naruan, solicitor (of the fim of Emanuel, Round, & 
Nathan), of 27, Walbrook, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for 
Oaths. Mr. Nathan was admitted in November, 1886. 


Mr. Farpsrick Wittum Asn, solicitor, of Stoke-upon-Trent, has been 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Ash was admitted in April, 


ee 


Mr. Samvuzt Doispatz Baupen, solicitor, of Birmingham, has been 


appointed Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Balden was admitted in July, 
1887. 


Mr. Water Batsuaw, solicitor, of Bolton, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Balshaw was admitted in April, 1887. 
Mr. Frepericx Bannister, solicitor, of Morecambe, has been appointed 
1. -—aaaaaaa for Oaths. Mr. Bannister was admitted in September, 
880. 
Mr. Howarp Kossutu Brioomer, solicitor, of Neath, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Bloomer was admitted in April, 1887. 
Mr. Wituram Esxnest Coruerr, solicitor, of Liverpool, has been 
— a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Corlett was admitted in June, 
887 
Mr. Joun Aperanam Brapsvury, solicitor, of Manchester, has been 
sp — a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Bradbury was admitted in 
uly, 1884. 





GENERAL. 


Lord Hannen had a relapse on Sunday, and it was stated on Thursday 
that there was no improvement in his condition. 


The Lord Chancellor has been confined to bis house at Virginia Water 
by an attack of influenza, but was very much better on Wednesday, and 
hoped to be able to come to town early next week. 


The Pall Mall Gazette records a remark recently made by Mr. Justice 
Mathew. Ina dispute as to what took place before a judge at chambers, 
counsel, who, like his opponent, was not present there, remarked, ‘‘ Ex- 
perience shews it is very unprofitable to refer to what took place there 
when neither counsel were present.” ** Often still more so,’’ said his 
lordship, ‘‘ when both were.’ 


The decision in the case of an Indian law student, Mr. Sheikh Meeran 
Buksh, of Lahore, who appealed against an order of the benchers of 
Gray’s-inn, who, in July last, refused to call him to the bar at that society, 
was given by the Lord Chancellor at a private meeting of the judges at 
the Law Courts last week, when his lordship stated that the committee of 
judges before whom the case was heard were unanimously of opinion that 
Mr. Buksh’s appeal should be allowed. 


**C. and C.,”’ writing to the Standard on the new rules, say: ‘‘ The new 
rule 18 of order 31 establishes a very new jurisdiction. It is as follows :— 
If a party omits to give notice of a time for inspection of documents, 
‘the court or judge may, on the application of the party desiring it, make 
an order for inspection, in such place and in such manner as he may think 
fit.’ We know of no other instance in which a litigant is permitted to 
dictate the form of order. The judges may object to the aid of the Bar 
Committee, or the Law Society, but there are plenty of Board schools 
near the Royal Courts. 


In the House of Commons on the 12th inst. Mr. Powell-Williams asked 
the Secretary of State for the Home Department, with reference to the 
circular letter of the 8th inst. issued by the Home Office respecting the 
Assizes Relief Act, whether justices under that Act, unless they, for 
‘* special reasons,’’ thought fit otherwise to direct, were bound to commit 
to quarter sessions all quarter sessions cases which they send for trial, 
whether they admitted the prisoners to bail or not, even though assizes 
would be held before the date of the next ensuing quarter sessions ; 
whether he would state, for the guidance of justices, what would consti- 
tute the ‘ reasons” referred to; and whether, looking at the un- 
certainty which now existed as to the proper course for justices to pursue, 
he would bring in a Bill, either to re the Act 52 & 53 Vict. c. 12, and 
thus leave the matter in question again to the discretion of the justices, or 
would introduce an amending Act making clear the law in relation to the 
commitment of prisoners to assizes and quarter sessions respectively. Mr. 
Asquith said: The answer to the first ph is in the affirmative. With 
regard to the second paragraph, I have no authority to state what would 
constitute ‘‘ special reasons’’; it is a matter which the justices must 
decide with reference to the facts of each case. With regard to the third 
paragraph, the matter is under the consideration of the Lord Chancellor 
and myself. 


In the House of Commons on the 12th inst. Mr. Hanbury asked the 
Attorney-General whether he could now state the effect of the changes 
introduced by the present Government upon the total remuneration at the 
public cost of the Attorney-General and the Solicitor-General respectively, 
aud what was the total amount payable out of public funds to each of 
these law officers in the twelve months yoeceiing, and the twelve months 
succeeding, the change of system. The Attorney-General said:—As to 
the first of the question, I am informed by the Solicitor to the 
Treasury that it is impossible to judge of the effect of the change referred 
to by the oupeeueee of a less period than some five years. For instance, 
it appears that the fees for contentious business paid to the Solicitor- 
General in the year 1888-1889 was £5,056, whereas in the year 1891-1892 
the sum paid was £1,275 only. On the other hand, during the year 1892- 
1893 the contentious business of the Crown was very heavy and important. 
As to the second part of the question, the asked for are as follows: 
For ordinary contentious work from August, 1891, to August, 1892, the 
Solicitor-General was paid £1,275 6s. 6d., and the Attorney-General 
£3,674 3s. 8d. For the like work from August, 1892, to August, 1893, 


£4594. The —— to the Solicitor-General included £707 paid in 
relation to the Behring Sea Arbitration. Further, in relation to that 
arbitration, each of the two leading counsel for Great Britain (of whom 





the Attorney-General-was one) was paid £7,900. 





the Solicitor-General was paid £4,285 12s. and the Attorney-General | 
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COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reorstrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 














FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
(Final List.) 


, ’ 
‘ infringement of Trade Mark Dec 19 
msi 6 ES Fs naga Holland v Helmore app of deft Chas Smith from order of Mr. Justice 
Mr. Pugh Mr. Leach Mr. Clowes Stirling, dated Dec 8, appointing receiver of partnership 
Beal Godfrey J Dec 21 
Beal. Godfrey a al FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH AND ADMIRALTY DIVISIONS. 
Pugh Leach Clowes For . ; 
Beal Godfrey Jeckzon Grind tat 
Ss | a a Ni 1893. 
— . : Keep v The Vestry of St Austin v The V: of St g 
a i Dae a Mary Newington, phat. F arene ny | B Crown Side) upp at defts a 
Lavie Farmer Pemberten from judgt of Justices Hawkins and Lawrance, dated Dec 15, affirming = 
Carrington Zolt Ward jelquente & Sh ee re ee ee : 
Lavie ‘armer Pemberton 20 = 
we ey —_ A under section 9 of Railway and Canal Traffic Act, 1873 The q 
orth Eastern Railway Co v The se ga | er A i 
COURT OF APPEAL. app of the North Eastern Railway Co from of Mr. Justice Ss 
HILARY SITTINGS, 1894 Sir Frederick Peel, and Viscount Cobham, Dec 11, deciding con- a 
’ . struction of agreement, dated 19, 1884 Dec 21 = 
(Continued from p. 170.) Thomas v Great Western Colliery - 
er 
ia 


1893. 

Companies winding up In re the Lyric Club, ld, and Co’s Acts app of 
remaining directors from judgment of Mr Justice Wright, dated 
Dec 8, as in previous app Dec 20 

In re Robert Fisher,dec Ex parte Commissioners of Sewers of the City of 
London Local Act, 57 Geo 3, cap 29 London Sewers Act, 1848 
Settled Land Acts, 1882-90 app of Commissioners of Sewers from judt 
of Mr Justice Chitty, dated Dec 7, on petu of W E Washbourne and 
others directing payment out of funds to trustees of Robert Fisher’s 
will with costs to be paid by theapplts Dec 20 

Williams v Swindells app of plt from part of judgt of Mr. Justice 
Stirling, dated May 11, dismissing action for specifie performance 
Dec 21 

Keane v Ware appln of Mary Ware and anor, defts in 1st actn, from 
judgt of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Dec 8, dismissing claim for 
recovery of possession of house at Clapham Dec21 

Harbin v Masterman app of Mary Duncan Wharton, widow (not a party 
but found next of kin on petn of right, and eerved with jugt) from jugt 
of Vice-Chancellor Wickens, dated 12 July, 1871, upon fur con and 
from order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated Dec 9, 1893 21 

Harbin v Masterman app of Elizabeth Warwick, widow, representative 
of Thos H Warwick (found next of kin and cerved with judgt) from 
same judgt and order asin Istapp Dec 21 

In re Edward Whitley, dec Maddock v Whitley spp of deft Elizabeth 
Eleanor Whitley from judgt of Mr. Justice Kekewich, dated Dec 9, 
1892 December 22 (S.O. subject to result of rehearing before Mr. 
Justice Kekewich, and not to be in paper in the meantime) 

Companies winding up In re J W Hobbs & Cold and Comps Acts app 
of J W Hobbs from order of Mr Justice Wright (sitting as an additional 
judge), dated Dec 13, directing certain sums (alleged to have been 
— by misfeasance), to be refunded as assets of the company 

ec 28 

Companies winding up In re The Lands Allotment Co ld & Co’s Acts (as 

to £35,000) app of official receiver and liquidator from order of Mr. 





FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 


1893. 
The American Tobacco Cov Fenemore, Jones & Co app of pltfs from order 
of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 15, refusing interim injunction 


1d (Q B Crown Side) app of pit 
from judgt of Justices Wills and Wright, dated Dec 11, setting 
udgt of county court for plt (new trial asked for in Divisional Court, 

t not b of spp) Dec 23 
Boxsius v Goblet Freres pe A plied gall pen 
Lawrance, dated Dec 15, at with a common jury in Middlesex 
(new trial not asked for) Dec 23 
Frith Sands & Co v Baerlein & Co (3 consolidated actions) app of Baer- 
a a J GiSlabanl {epecial fe discharged) © Abe oe 
without a jury at Gu ury 
Baird v Mayor, &c, of Wells of plt from judgt of Mr 
Juties Gamay Sean 12, at trial without a jury in Middlesex 

2 

Hurcum v Town Clerk of West Ham (Q B Crown Side) of O P Hur- 
cum from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Justices Lawrance and 
aera Woe ext ton of pit fr Se Pe ante 
Cooper v West ors a om 

Dee 11, at trial without » j in Dec 29 
Green and anr v The Chelsea Waterworks Co oS ve mn ee = 
ie Sustie AN, Re ee ee ta jury in Mi 


Dec 
Hansen v Harrold Bros app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated 
Dec 15, at tele SOS © ey ee Dec 30 
Helmore v East Ham Local Board app of pit from 
Kennedy, dated Dec 12, at trial without a jury in 


FROM PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 
(ADMIRALTY). 
For o 
With Nautical Assessors. 


1893. 

Ship Kanzler (damage) Owners of SS Bedford v Owners of 5 8 Kanzler 
“pp of dfts from judgt of the President, dated June 22, 1893 
July 5 at honed Dec 5—present, Master of Rolls and Lord Justices 

an 


t of Mr Justice 
Jan 1 


) Liebig’s Extract of Meat Co ld & ors v Owners of 


~ Justice Wright (sitting as an additional judge), dated Dec 14, dismis-| Ship Rainbow of defts from judgt of the President, dated June 
4 sing summons for declaration that estate of directors liable for misfeas- | 27, 1893 July 1 
: ance Dec 29 Sbip Knarwater (damage Come ie ee a ee 
h Companies winding up In re Lands Allotment Cold & Cu’s Acts (as to narwater app of pits from judgt of the President, dated June 30, 
4 £5,200) app of official receiver and liquidator from order of Mr Justice | 1893 July 22 
t Wright (sitting as an additional judge), dated Dec 14, dismissing | Ship Borghese (damage) Owners of 8 8 L E Charlwood & ors v Owners of 
d summons for same purpose as in appeal No 18 Dec 29 the Borghese of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Gorell Barnes, 
os In re Edward H Dering, dec Dering v Ferrers app of dft, H F Ferrers| dated July 28, 1 Oct 22 
from judgt of Mr Justice Stirling, dated Dec 5, on originating sums for | Ship Etba (damage Balls and ors v Bucknall and ors | of defts from 
construction, whether legacies given simply or subject to charges| j of Mr. Justice Gorell Barnes, dated July 24, 1893 November 28 

he January — lendarroch (damage) JO Johnson & Co and H F Currie & Cov 
es Aldridge v Hay app of dits from judgt of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated ainwright Bros & Co appl of defts from judgt of the President, dated 
“ wer 22, declaring agreement void, and directing delivery to plaintiff | Dec 8, 1893 Dec 20 

4} ss FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION 
of Chancery Final Appeal - res 
hs ' . — (New Trial Paper.) 
se Bright v Eckersley app of pits E B Bright and F W Englebach from 1893. 
od judgt of Mr Justice North, dated Aug 10, 1892, on counter-claim and | Allan Bros & Co v The National Ai Sailors’ and Firemen’s 
e refusing relief claimed by applts Aug 10 (so for securily) Union & ors applin of tiffs for eo = new trix] on 
ms In re Francis Jordan, dec Serjeuntson v Stokes app of defts from judgt {rum verdict and judgt, dated Aug 9, at trial before Mr Justice 
92 of Mr Justice Kekewick, dated June 22, confirming report of o and a jury at Li 24. (so on November 8 by order 
2 referee a(ter trial of action Sot 25 (so till another appl set down) until after decision of Mr Justice Kennedy as to costs) 

t. In re Tarryall Creek Gold Co ld and Co’s Acts appl of the Co from | Middleburst v Kent appln of plt for jdgt ornew trial on app from verdict 
= judgt of Mr Justice Vaughan Williams, dated Nov 8, directing Coto| aud judge, dated ang 4 2 before Mr Justice Lawrance and a special 
he ve wound up Nov 10 (so for security) wi at West Derby 19 
oat In re Trade Mark, No 96,732 by La Societe Anonyme des Perreries de elding v The Northern Accident Inace Co ld yng gee a 
93 l’Etoile Machienne, Belgium and Trade Marks Acts of La Societe | new trial on app from verdict and jdgt, dated Aug 4, at before 
me Anonyme from judgt of Mr Justice Stirling, dated Nov 4, ting trade | Mr Justice Lawrance and a common jury at Liverpool Oct 30 
- mark to be expunged from register Nov 23 (so for security) Prentice v Arnot cage pltf for jndet or new trial on appl from 
= 2 = ici tbeati os : verdict and judgt 25, at pels Bison Puck end 0 
hat FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE COURT OF LANCASTER. special jury st Guildhall Oct 31 
om. N\.L.—There are no Palatine Appeals fcr hearing in the present sittings. 





Brazierv Camp and anr appln of dft Maria Camp for judgt or new trial 
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app from verdict and judgt dated Nov 10, at trial before Mr Justice 
pcmcia Ses ie dacien oo Middlesex Nov 17 
forma pauperis) v Vestry of St Mary, Islington appln 

a oat or ror judg or new trial on a app from verdict and jdgt dated Nov 27, 
—— ore Mr Justice Mathew and a special jury in Middlesex 


Ball v The Wallasey Local Board 
app from verdict and jdgt dated 


Grantham and a Withy i oA eo 
Palmer v Furness, With n of dfts for jdgt or new trial on 
jdgt dated Mec 6, at trial before Mr Justice 


from verdict mf 
Mathew and a special Fat in Middlesex Dec 12 
eneral Omnibus Co Id —_ of dfts for jdgt or 


8, at trial before Mr 
Justice Mathew and a special jury in Middlecex I 


appln of plts for jdgt or new trial on 
ov 21, at trial before Mr Justice 


1 Dec 5 


Dec 12 

v Collins aa anor appln of dft Henry Collins for jdgt or 

new on app from verdict and jdgt dated Dec 5, at trial before Mr 
Justice Mathew and a special jury at Chelmsford Dec 22 

Brotherton v Metropolitan District Railway Joint Committee and anor 
appln of plt for jdgt or new trial on app from verdict and judgt dated 
Dec 16, at trial before Mr Justice Hawkins and a special jury io 
Middlesex Dec 23 ‘ 

894. 


Shepherd & Wife v Preston app of dft for jdgt or new trial on app from 
verdict and judgt dated Dec 20, at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance 
and a common jury in Middlesex Jan 1 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Appeals. 
(In Bankruptcy.) 
1893. 
In re Hallett & Co (ex parte London and Northern Assets Corporation 1d) 
app of Corporation from judgt of Mr Justice Vaughan Williams, dated 


ov 14, dismissing claim to charge on balance at bankers 


In re Thompson (ex pte H T Van Laun) app of H T Van Laun from 


Order of Mr Registrar Linklater, dated Nov 23, dismissing petition for 
receiving order 
In re F of F PC Hope from Mr. 


C Hope expte F P edo ole: 
fon mae Giffard, granting receiving order, dated September 29, on 
petition of J B Tatam 


Interlocutory List 
1893. 


Farquharson v Morgan (Q B Crown Side) app of H R Farquharson from 
order of Justices Charles and Wright, dated Nov 10, refusing prohibition 
to county court Nov 27 (part heard Dec 4—present Master of Rolls and 
Lord Justices Lopes and Kay) 

Tn bag an Arbtn between Keighley, Maxsted, & Co and Bryan, Durant, & 

app of Bryan, Durant, & Co from ‘order of Justices Wills and 
Wright dated Dec 1, on epecial case stated by arbitrator Dec 11 

The Municipal Corporations Act, 1882 The Bankruptcy Act, 1883 In re 
School Board Election for the Parish of Pulborough Bourke & ors, 
Wig v Nutt, respt app of respt G H Nutt, from decision of Justices 

ht and ‘Lawrance, given Nov 21 (on special case), that respt dis- 
ed for election as member of School Board Dec 15 
Ho — v Hill (Q B Crown Side) app of defts from order of Justices 
Fills & Wright, dated Nov 29, dismissing appln for prohibition to 
county court Dec 15 

Deacon v the Salt Union ld app of defts from order of Justices Wills & 
Wright, dated Nov 30, setting aside judgt and finding of official 
referee, and remitting for reconsideration, also plt’s notice of contention 
for variation of judgt by insertion of certain declarations Dec 19 

Att Gen v Emerson & ors (ex pte Henry Dinn) app of Henry Dinn from 
order of Justices Wills & Collins, dated December 8, setting aside 
——e order made in chmbrs in above information dated June 2, 1892 

1894. 

Harris v Beauchamp Bros app of deft G W Beauchamp from order of the 
Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice Collins, dated Dec 9, affirming 
—_ appointing equitable receiver of infant deft’s partnership interest 

an 


N.B.—The above lists ccntain Chancery and Queen’s Bench Final and 
Interlocutory Appeals set down to Tuesday, Jan 2, inclusive 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 
Asatyrs Dame. Jan. 15, at Myrtle House, Tenby, the wife of T. Aneuryn-Rces, solicitor, 
a daughter. 
a 16, the wife of F. G. Langham, of Valehurst, St. Helen’s-park, Hastings, } 
, of a son. 
DEATHS. 


Damev.—Jan. 13, at bis residence, 42, Lansdowne-road, Kensington-park, W., after a few 
days’ illness, Edward Morton Daniel, of Goldsmith-buildings, Temple, barrister-at-law, 


aged 46. 
Faancis.—Jan, 17, at Torquay, John Dunkin Francis, of Chesham, Bucks, solicitor, 





+3. 





WARNING TO INTENDING es Puncnasers & Lessers.—Before purchasing or g 
a house have the a — thoroughly examined by an expert from The 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Fatvay, Jan. 12. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luonrep i Cnancery. 

Fisner’s Patent Watt Hanoines Syxvicate, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or 

before Jan 30, to send their names and addresses, particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Arthur Goddard, St George’s House, Eastcheap 
Lapy’s Wor.p Pusisuine bo, Lorrep—Petn for — up, presented Jan 10, directed 
to be heard on Wednesday, Jan 24. Bloomer, 55, e, solor for petner. 
Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 orelock i in the afternoon 


of Jan 23 

TRAMWAYS AND GeneRAL INvesTMENT Trust, Lim1reEp—Creditors are required, on or before 
Jan 20, to send their names and ad , an of their debts or claims, to 

_Thomson & Co, Swan chbrs, Great Swaa 

Unrrev Coxcessioxs Co, Luaren—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 24, to send 

their names and resses, and of their debts or claims, to G. G. Walker, 19, 
St. Swithin’s lane. Hollams & %0, Mincing lane, solors for liquidators 

Vicroria Resravurant, Limren—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 16, to send their 

names and and particulars of their de debts or claims, to ‘Ashworth Maden, 47, 

Abbey st, Accrington. Sharples, Accrington, solor for liquidator 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Jan. 16. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1n CHANCERY. 


Ex:more’s Foreign anp Cotoxiat Parent Correr Derositixsc Co, Limitep—Petn for 

winding up, presented Jan 15, directed to be heard on Jan 21. Field & Co, 36, Lincoln’s 

inn fields, agents for Ashwell, Nottingham, solor for petner. Notice of appearing must 

r the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 23 

Ernenrivce Goitp Misine Co, » Lamerne-Sivennagenns Saemtan, on or before May 11, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to John Garland, 6, 
Queen st place. Batchelor & Cousins, Walbrook, solors for liquidator 

Invicta Works, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 18, directed to be heard on 


Jan 24. Ranger & Co, 17, Fenchurch st, solors tor petner Notice of appearing must 


reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Jan 23 
Ruoxppa Juxction —— Coat Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 1, 
to send their names and addresses, ‘and full of their debts or claims, to David 


Robertson Roberts, Caledonian chbrs, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Watruamstow District Coan eerie Soctery, mee tg Peta for winding up, 

—— resented Jan 11, directed to be Wednesday, Jan 24. McKenna & Co, 18, 
hall st, solors for . Notice of t appearing must reach the abovenamed not 


later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of yp 23 
WartrorD pe 3 Co, Limrrep—Creditors required, on or before Feb 3, to send their 
names and addresses, and particulars of “their tebts or claims, to Holroyd Chaplin, 19, 


Lincoln’s inn fields 
Untourep ry CHancery. 


Jerram Sewinc Macuixe Synpicate—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 5, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims. to Thomas Matthew 
earey, Gothic House, Liscard, Cheshire. Bradley & Son, Liverpool, solors fur 
iquidator 

FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 


Srreraam Provivent Frienpiy Society, Schoolroom, Stretham, Ely, Cambs. Jan 13 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Jan. 5. 
Apr.epy, Ropert Catvert, Kingston upon Hull, Clerk March 1 Middleraiss & Pearce, 
Hull 
au cs Joun pe nena, South Leigh, Southampton, Esq Feb 16 Collyer Bristow 


fo 
Baroy, Rev Peter Basson, Puddington, Chester Feb 17 James, Birkenhead 


Barry, Cuantorre, Leamington, Spinster Jan 31 Coulson, Leadenhall st 
Branp, James, New Broad st Feb6 Harrison, Lincoln’s inn 
Brett, ALEXANDER Wi111Am, Liscard, Chester, Paymaster Feb 12 Laces & Co, Liver- 


Cait, Seonaise Gateshead Feb12 Watson & Dendy, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Ce.iisox, Georce Wess, Cromer, Gent Feb5 Hansells & Hales, Cromer 

Crowe, Wittiam Guyson,{Clapham rd Feb 5 Starling & Wright, Gray’s inn sq 

Davin, Marcar, Bayswater, Esq March1 Sanderson & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Day, Anne, Bayswater Feb 1 Le Brasseur & Oakley, Lincoln’s-inn 

Dexueimer, Gzonce, Camdenrd Feb2 Selim, Mincinog lane 

Eastiake, Exvizasers, Fitzroy eq Feb1 Church & Co, Bedford row 

Giavstoxe, Roperrson, Broad Green, Liverpool, Esq Feb17 Gibbons & Arkle, Liver- 


ink aiaiaeaes, Leeds, Surgeon March 31 Greenwood, Oseett 

Hartron, Groner, Ledbury, Hereford, Yeoman Febi Garrood, Ledbury 

Hoy.e, Jerrrey, Heywood, Lancaster Jan15 Banks & Maddock, Heywood 

Hust, Heren Avcusta Goutpsmitu, widow, Streatham common Feb1 Leman & Co, 


Lincola’s inn fiel 
Keck, Epwar» Hagravey, Bourton on the Water, Auctioneer Feb 24 Rawlinson, 


ing Norton 
Kenyon, Henny, Stanwix, Carlisle Jan30 E & Kighley J Hough, Carlisle 


Kerriewe tt, Rey Samvet, Eastbourne March1 Nelson & Co, Leeds 
Lams, Tavrtow Wixiiam, Green Lanes Feb 10 Tabor & Matthews, Bush lane 
LizseRMayn, Avotra voy, Berlin Feb4 Rehders & Higgs, Mincing lane 


Masoyx, Wituiam Kircuex, I'wickenham, Civil Engineer Feb 19 
Laurence hill 

Mursusgap, Davin, worth, Gent Feb 21 Garland, Birmingham 

Muisneap, Ross, Handsworth, Widow Feb2i Garland, Birmingham 


Norris, GeorGe —— Farpericx, Stoke Newington, Esq Feb 2 
& Co, Blooms’ 


Reap, Janz, St Asaph, Flint, Spinster Feb17 Rogers, Liverpool 


Sauv, Eva Exizaseru, Bournemouth Jan31 E and Kighley J Hough, Carlisle 
Suernerp, Joux, Leeds, Gent Feb 26 Dale, Leeds 





65, next the aenioed te Office, Victoria-st. 


We (Estab, 505). soe 4 demas the Ventilation of Offices, &. -[Apvr.] 


F j Surmetey, Mantua, Marple Chester, Widow Feb14 Johnsons, Stockport 


Maven, Hannan, Wolverhampton, Widow Feb10 Willcock & Taylor, Wolverham:ton 4 
Flegg & Son, | 


Woodcock © 
Ocock, GrorcE Aveuree. South Brisbane, Solicitor Jan 31 Anderson, Ironmonger Jane | 


Rocers, Jouy, Richmond, Licensed Victualler Feb 19 Stileman & Co, Southampton st — 
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Surra, Evizasers Kine, Summertown, Oxford, Spinster Feb1 Galpin, Oxford 
Serena, Faas, Cats in Lindrick, Notts, Farmer Jan 30 Warburton & Allen, 


Tayior, Joun, Leeds, Gent Mari J Band J A Brooke, Leeds 

Tempe, Gronce, Leeds, Shoemaker Feb12 Lumb & Bailey, Leeds 

Tomss, Epwarp, Peckham, Clerk Feb 20 Worrell, Coleman st 

Tomxixs, Wrii14M, Dalston, Horsehair Manufacturer Feb 16 Russ, King William st 

Vewner, Carotixe Exiza Ceci, Bournemouth Jan 31 Bell & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 

Wnauire, Lovisa Axx, Hove, Widow March6 Simpson & Cullingford, Gracechurch st 

Wairnam, Cuar.otte Perrose, Twickenham, Spinster Feb16 Palmer & Co, Trafalgar 
square 


London Gazette.—Tourspay, Jan. 9. 
Baxen, Exvizasetn, Bristol, Widow Feb20 Broad & Francis, Bristol 
Bares, Jouy Fraepgnicx, Tunbridge Wells, Corn Merchant March 1 W. C. Cripps & Son, 
Tunbridge Wells 


Bawreres, Samvet, Harlow, Esq FebS Hyde & Co, Ely pl 
Berxs.ey, Sir Gzoncs, Charing Cross Feb6 Markby & Co, Coleman st 
aes Ricnarp, Kingston upon Hull, Earthenware Dealer Mar 1 Middlemiss & 


Brvce, oy _ SP Widow March 31 Burdekin & Co, Sheffield 

Catpwe.t, Jouy, Bolton, China Dealer Feb10 Russell, Bolton 

Deans, Carno.ine, Swansea, Draper Jan 31 Quicke, Milk st bldgs 

Farar, Joun, St Helens, Milliner Feb9 Webster, 8t Helens 

Forp, Mary Exizasers, Regent’s Park, Spinster Feb 10 Collens, Gresham bldgs 
Fosrzr, Avice, Norwood, Widow Febi Walker, Cheapside 

Gopwin, ~ ie Birmingham, Licensed Victualler Feb 19 Ansell & Ashford, Bir- 


Seana Gna Cardiff, Mariner Jan2 Stephens, Cardiff 

Harps, Bevertzy Rostyson, Dartford Febi4 Ridley & Chancellor, Dartford 
Hopson, Jonny, Darlington, Gent Feb 17 Lucas & Co, Darlington 

Hupsow, Frances, Sheffield, Widow March1 Burdekin & Co, Sheffield 

Hucues, Resecca, Hawarden, Flint, Spinster Feb2 Finchett & Co, Chester 
Jackson, Tuomas, Cheadle Hulme, Chester, Grocer Feb 28 Farrar & Co, Manchester 


Jounson, Ricuarp Sueraron, Sherburn Hall, Durham, Mining Engineer Feb 9 Moore 
& Co, Sunderland 
Keyyon, aac Stanwix, Carlisle Jan 30 E, & Kighley J. Hough, Carlisle 





Lane, Witii4m, Blackburn, Innkeeper Feb17 Cooper, Blackburn 

Len, Cuantorre, Knaresborough, Spinster Marchi Kirby & Son, Harrogate 

Lass, Boosae, East Seiten, Hea See Feb 10 Marshalls & Bate, East 
Lown, Jaye, Chiswick, Widow Feb8 Forster & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 

MansHa.t, Tomas, Handsworth, Gentleman Feb 20 Ryland & Co, Birmingham 
Martin, Taomas, West Camel, Somerset, Butcher Marchi Watts, Yeovil 

Mrrcuett, Wit11am, Willington, Beer Retailer Jan31 Gibson, Neweastle on Tyne_ 
Moons, Jouy, Birkenhead, Shipwright Feb 1 Newman & Kent, Liverpool 

Myers, Marcarer Sronte, Cadogan pl, Widow Feb8 Wood, Finsbury circus 

Nasu, Wiviam, Leytonstone, Builder Feb16 Betteley, Finsbury circus 

Onto, Joszrn Roneart, Victoria grove,Gent Marchi Angell & Co, Gresham st 
Parx, Epwarp Marx, Epsom Feb20 Miller & Co, Salter’s Hall ct 

Preston, Jonw Ricnarp, Ebury st, Gent Febi17 Bonney, Chancery lane 
Price, Marx, Manchester Jan 30 Lea, Manchester 
Raw.tinsow, Avice, Preston, Widow Feb29 Barrow & Cook, St Helens 

Rowe, Caan.es, Skidmore st, Undertaker Feb 20 Birchalls, Gracechurch st 

Saut, Eva Exvizaseru, Bournemouth Jan31 E & Kighley J Hough, Carlisle 

Suaw, Eowarp Sraxnors, Lockwood in Huddersfield, Brewer Feb24 Learoyd & Co, 
Simpson, Jony, Wakefield, Biscuit Baker Feb 15 Simpson & Simpson, Manchester 
Suapsox, James Row.anp, Bolton, Drysalter Feb 10 Russell, Bolton 


Sxo.pserc, Mary Axx, Northampton Febi7 Becke & Green, Northampton 
Surrn, Cuartzes Preston, Luton Feb 28 Neve & Beck, Luton 


Surouirrs, Sussy, Halifax Febi4 Longbottom & Sons, Halifax 

Titu1xe, Taomas, Peckham, Job Master Feb7 Hicklin & Co, Southwark 

Townsenp, -, Caries Groncs Gaerron, Hatfield Peverel Feb5 Gepp & Sons, 
Turner, Rosert, Birmingham, Gent Feb19 Ansell & Ashford, Birmingham 

Vitirgrs, Rev Cuanves, Croft, North Riding March 6 Clayhills, Darlington 
Warsacos, Duna, Deshemgetenh, Droitwich, Licensed Victualler March 3 Burcher, 
Waven, Janz, Manchester, Milliner Feb 28 Walley, Manchester 

Woon, Freperick, Brighton, Esq Feb17 Fooks & Co, Carey st 











BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. | 
London Gasette-—Fruiway, Jan. 12. } Aceeen, Does 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
> San, Seaieaper Feb 1 at 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Barter, Gore z, Ramsholt, Suffolk, Fisherman Ipswich 
Pet Jan 4 Ye ey 


RECEIVING ORDERS. } me 674 tam, ‘eston Colville, Cambs, Grocer | Brawysoy, Beanes Eee y, Gemanenatat Traveller 
Barrtert, Gzorcz, Ramsholt, Suffolk, Fisherman | Ree, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge Northampton hd 
e Ipswich PetJan4 Ord Jan 4 | Ramers, Georce, Ramsholt, eo Fisherman Jan 23 | Brows, WaurTer Jauzs, if. Worces- 


Browyx, Water James, Worcester, Photographer | 
Worcester Pet Jan10 Ord Jan 10 
Cameron, JoserH, Devonport, Clothier Plymouth Pet | 
Jan 10 Ord Jan 10 


Tees PetJan8 Ord Jan 
Cooxe, Watter, Wimbledon, a Kingston, Surrey | Jan 22 at 10 
Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 9 


Bom CHABLES 
22 at 


at12 Off Rec, _——— 
| Dane Hes Wales oh Panos 
—— . +s Macclesfield, 
CoxLon, Fareson, Deslington,, Fellmonger Stockton on 23, King Edward st, Macclestiel: 


4, Corn sq, 
Craytox, Feancis, Ludlow, Salop, Pock Butcher Jan 22 | Devengty, Joan rd, Auctioneer High 
} “4, Corn sq, Leominster | Court iether 2 Ord Jen 


ter Pet Jan 10 Or ian” 
Jan 29 at 11.30 | Camerow, Josarn, Clothier Plymouth Pet 
‘an 
Confectioner Jan 19 at 11 | Contox, Parnick, Fellmonger Stockton on 
d Tees Pot Jan 8 Ord Jan 8 


Radnorshire, Grocer a bes spire Edmonton Pet Dec 30 Ord 
‘an 


Day, Cuarues, Paddock Wood, Kent, Grocer Tunbrid: at 10 

Wells PetJan10 Ord Jan 10 - CRANSHAW, JAMES, , Electrical E Jan oe dla Guanes Wes eS Brewer's 
Dent, Wi1114M, Stanwix, Carlisle, Builder Carlisle Pet | 19at3 Ogden’s chmbrs, st, Pet Nov 22 

Dec 20 O Jan 9 | Davies, aes semanas, Te Merchant Jan 20 at sr ny Bg) Paper Merchant Sheffield 
Fisuer, Parr, house, Licensed Victualler Halifax | 2.30 Qua: mye Jan 9 

Pet Jan 8 Laie. | DousLepay Jou, W Wisbech, tcher Feb 1 at 10.30 Court Wiiam Jonny; Grocer Newport, Mon 
Gorpon, ALEXANDER, Cheapside, Merchant High Court | eBei Jan i0~ Ot Ord Jan 10 

Pet Jan8 Ord Jan | Fawoert, Samon., , Brick Manufacturer Jan 22 Bese, SSemew, York, Farmer Northallerton 
GRANGER, —— Sheffield, Paper Merchant Sheffield | at 12 Queen’s , Pet Jan 9 Ord Jan 

Pet Jan9 Ord Jan — Pur, Brighouse, Licensed Victualler Jan 22 at Eowix Jous, Chestertield, Grocer Chesterfield 
Green, Weasie Joun, Tiina, Grocer Newport, Mon Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax Pet Jan8 Ord Jan9 

Pet Jani0 Ord Jan 10 quae Cuan.es Jouy, Willesden Junction Jan 23 at 12 _ umes Seems =H Buzzard; Dairyman Laton 

st ‘an ‘an 


Hagerisoy, Rosert, ry oe ar Farmer North- | 
allerton Pet Jan9 Ord J 

Hoxensovsse, Epwin Jouy, Chester Grocer Chester- 
field Pet Jan 8 Jan 

Hooxey, Wittiam Henry, Ports, Confectioner Ports- | 
mouth PetJanS Ord Jan | mannan Bow 

Howe.ts, Wi414m, Pontyeyzamer, Glam, Grocer Cardiff | 
Pet Jan6é Ord Jan | Hiason, Jonw 

ee ARTHUR, Wallington Croydon Pet Dec 28 | off 

an 


9 
J om mare, Eee Glam, Hosier Pontypridd Pet § 
en 9 an 9 Isaacs, NatHayx, Edgware 
Jones, Evan, ar arth, Butcher Carmarthen oar ; 
e' 9 Ord Jan9 


| Hawn, Gacperr, 


24, Railway ridge 
| Hank Bree, Went See Gaooes Jan 19 at 12.30 | Howsznrs, Wint1am, 
way 
’ <7 Victualler Jan 19at12 Bank- 
a TLLIAM, Preston, Solicitor Jan 23 at 2.20 | Jonus, Evan 
Hoveuovss, Epwin Joun, Chesterfield, Grocer Jan 22 at 3 | Joven, Baxsamm, 
Chesterfield ; 


Hooxer, W: Henry, Portsea Confectioner Ports- 
, Builder Jan 19 at 11.90 seas rat] 


ra, Clothier Jan 19 at 2.30 | Lavysox, How 


Lianfihangel 
Pet J | J ¥ pauaien,, Joubeenir Hanay Cuamspens, Manchester, Potato Sales- 
Jonzs, ran Tuomas, Abercarn, Mon, Grocer Newport, | <"'Oft Hee, 16, Corn Cornwallis st, Fanny -g Mn alg he a ee: Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 9 


Mon Pet Jan? Ord Jan 9 Las, Henry Avrrep 
Joycr, Bensamiy, High Roothing, Essex, Dealer Chelms- | 


ford Pet Jané Ord Jané 
Potato Sales- 
| Massey, mong Ww 


Mappockxs, Harry Cuampers, Manchester, 
man Manchester Pet Jan9 Ord Jan9 
Marsuauyi, Epwarp, Gray’s inn rd, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Dec6 Ord Jan 10 | Menairrt, 


Fart create in 
19 at 11.80 Rec, Newcastle under 


Feb 1 at 10.45 | Miss, Roszrr G, Rotherhithe, 


8 
| Manas, Erunain, Leeds Merchant Jan 22 at 11 Off Mawson, Gomens Selina ten, Shhh Sheree High 


ae Feb 9 at 11.15 | Paerames, Wim 


Meee Si aewe Nort, Fulham High Court Pet - 2 5 . Jans 
t 11 an I EWE ‘BANK Sapver, Sutton on the Farmer Porg, Danie Pawiey, Lincoln, Farmer Peter- 
Ma.cucx, Wruuam Epwix, Llanfodwg, Glam, Collier 19 at'is Off Rec, St Pre James’s chinbrs, Derby on borough Pet Jan 9 Ord x 9 

Cardiff Pet Jan6é Ord Jan 6 Puaraon, James Dawson, Carnforth, Innkeeper Jan 23 | Paice, Hewny, Ross, Hereford Pet 
Pasu, Henry, Margate, Bootmaker Canterbury Pet Jan at2 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston Jan9 Ord Jan'9 

9 Ord Jan 9 Puriuies, Davin, Camden Town, Provision Dealer Jan 23 | 5ixsort, Tuomas Devensox, Wool Merchant 
PuI.uips, se Camden Town, Provision Dealer High at 11 "Garey a Bradford Pet Decil Ord zt) 
Court Pet Jans Ord Jans Puson, Jom Jan 22 at 10 4, | Straw, Huwey, Licensed Victualler Notting- 
Pops, Dante, Pawar, bag mt Lines, Farmer Peter- § 5 : ham Pet 10 10 N Ord 
boro ano an 9 IKI so Soka pag, Suge Bor J ASKER, Razs, Neath, Glam, Builder Neath 
Pass, Hern, ans Hereford, Innkeeper Hereford Pet a2 = : iguana AOR Tee a oh Jan 8 

an ‘an 9 at eallen Draper 'HOMAS, Se a. Glam, Tailor Pontypridd 
Sraaw, Henry, N ham, Licensed Victualler Notting- nymor an st Pet Jang Jan 9 

Pet dan 10 rd Jan 10 ome Set Auctioneer Jan 22 at | V. Wumor Caanuzs High Court Pet Oct 26 

— som, Swansea, Sculptor Swansea Pet Jans Ord eae. Jan 

. Jen iat ll Of London Gasette—TusspaY, Jan. 16. 
Tasker, Tuomas Ruxs, Neath, Builder Neath Pet Jan 8 a 

Ord Jan 8 woah eee Ovanton Ge RECEIVING 
Tages, 4s, Davip, Tonyrefail, Glam, Tailor Pontypridd Pet ant Jan 20 at 10.30 Om Bec, 
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Baguiey, Arruve Georce, Stoke Newington, Builder Ed- 
monton Pet Janil Ord Jan 11 
ar ~ “5 Chester, Innkeeper Chester Pet Dec 27 


an 12 
Becxiey, Wit11am, Bristol, Dairyman Bristol Pet Jan 
11 Ord Jan 11 ; 
Beer, Cuartes Frepericx, Swansea, Fruiterer Swansea 


Pet Jan13 Ord Jan 13 
Buazesy, Wititam, gam, Boot Maker Nottingham 
Pet Jan 11 Ord J 





eid Ro mn Biting bourne, Florist Rochester Pet 
Coop , &~ Finchley, Builder Barnet Pet Jan 10 
Jan 10 


Corsetr, Tuomas James, Handsworth Birmingham Pet 
6 Jan o— 11 
nook, Joun, Southamptom, Builder 

Jen 12 Ord Jani? 

Deicutoy, Ricuarp, Poulton le Fylde, Commission Agent 
Preston Pet Jani12 Ord Jan 12 

Drwe., Aurrep, — Dairyman Canterbury Pet 
Jani11 Ord Jan 1 

Doreen, jBuonat, Smal 1 Heath, Bootmaker Birmingham 


minioee, Ricuarp foo, nities, Saddler Exeter Pet 
Jan 12 Ord Jan 12 
ooge, 5 renee, Ee Liverpoal, Team Owner Liverpool 


Gorruirre, Jacon, vpn hg Traveller Leeds Pet Jan 12 
Ord Jan 12 
Shou, Fe Percrvat, Fa Hamborough, Baker Oxford 


Southampton Pet 


Hotway. y ER Prtrrr, Swansea, Builder Swansea 
Pet Jan 1 12 Ord Jan 12 
Senn Tuomas, Gorton, Manchester, Plumber Man- 
chester Pet Jan12 Ord Jan 12 
Hveues, Rosert, Bath, Insurance Agent Bath Pet Jan 
12 Ord Jan 12 
form, | ent, Swansea, Builder Swansea Pet Jan 10 


Knorr, Waiter Epwarp, Marshfield, Mon, Tailor New- 

Mon Pet Jani3 Ord Jan 13 
» Boot Maker Worcester Pet 
Lorp, Sawn Ea nl Jeweller 


Burnley Pet Jan 12 


12 
sear ~ We —, \ eames Glam Merthyr Tydfil Pet Jan 12 
Jan 1 


Maywarp, : EpcGar, Birmingham, Director Bir- 
ham Pet Dec 19 Ord Jan 10 

McKenzie, Fraxx, Shaftesbury avenue, Restaurant Keeper 
Court Pet Nov 22 Ord Jan 10 

oe My Sandhurst, Farmer Reading Pet Jan 10 


Miis & Thow, Birmingham, Silversmiths 
Pet Jani2 Ord Jan 12 
Morris, Wituiam Henry Benrram, Swansea, Metal 
Broker Swansea Pet Janii Ord Jan 11 
Movstrorp, WILu1AM Greaves, § yes Coachbuilder 
bury Pet Janil Ord Jan 


Birmingham 


Nasa, — Finchlay, Traveller ett Pet Dee 18 
an 10 
Paruirs, Pariurr, Cardiff, Clothier Cardiff Pet Jan 5 
rd Jan 9 


~~ a Chard, Builder Taunton PetJani3 Ord 

an 

Rees, Se ene, Grocer Carmarthen Pet Jan 

Sinko: Danizsu Gates, New Malden Kingston, Surrey 
Pet Jani3 Ord Jan 13 

Rosine, Witi1am, Exeter, Coal Merchant Exeter Pet 
Dec 2% Ord Jan 12 

ne Sacer Hewry, West Bridgford Nottingham 
Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 12 

Suepuerp, Witu1am, Oldham, Draper Oldham Pet Jan 
11 Ord Jan il 

Smupxin, Josern Wituram, Syston, Leics, Shoe Manu- 
facturer Pet Jani2 Ord Jan 12 

Sournerp, Henry, Tamworth, Sanitary Pipe Manufac- 

Birming! Pet Jan8 Ord Jan8 

Srumore, F, Leadenhall st, ‘emma Owner ‘High Court 
Pet Nov 22 Ord Jan1 

pie FB, > hel High Court Ord Dee 13 


Travis, ous Wituram, Oldham, Licensed Victualley 
Pet Jan 8 Ord Jan8 

Tucker, Jonny, West Harptree, Som, Baker Wells Pet 
Jani13 Ord Jan 13 

Voxe, Fraxces, Preston, Sussex, Dairy Keeper Brighton 
Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan’12 

Wear, James, Newark on Trent, Baker Nottingham 
Pet Jani2 Ord Jan 12 

Weuts,! Atyrrep Gerorcr, East Dereham, Boot Maker 
Norwich Pet Jani3 Ord Jan 13 

bate: ot | Jamuus, Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pet Janiil Ord 
an 1 


hein = x ane St Leonards on Sea, Farmer Hastings 
Ord Jan 13 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Becxiey, W11114m, Bristol, Dairyman 
Ree, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Bices, Samvet Moriey Ocravivs, Bristol, Fruiterer Jan 
24at12 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Butier, James, Sittingbourne, Florist Jan29at 11.30 Off 
Rochester 


Clothier Jan23atil 10, 
ymouth 
Carrwricut, a; Skegness, Innkeeper 


n 

CHANNON, Freverick Groner, Swansea, Butcher Jan 24 
at Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Carton, Free, Luton, General Engineer Jan 26 at 11 
Off 8t Paul’s sq, Bedford 

Cooxe, Grorer, Southport, ~~" ane” Jan2Wat3 Off 


36, st, ott 
“a Neem uilder Jan 26at3 Off Rec, 


4 Southampton 
Diwets, Aurrep, Folkestone Dairyman Feb 2 at 9 Off 
Reo, 78, Castle st, Canterbury atlas 


Jan 2 at3 Off 


Cameron, Joseru, Devon 
Atheneum terrace, 
Jan 24 at 12.15 








Sumnson, Jouys, Kingston upon Hull, Estate Agent Jan 
24 at 11 Off Rec, Trinity House lane, Hull 

Fextox, Hexry, Gilmorton, Farmer Jan 23 at3 Off Rec, 
1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Garcia, Henry, Aldgate Jan 23 at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 

Gorvox, ALExanpeEr, Cheapside, Merchant Jan 24 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Guy, Cuarves, Newport, Mon, Tailor Jan 24 at 12 Off 
Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, Mon 

Hancock, Witu1am OxLprina, _ Dulwich ten 24 at 12 
Bankruptcy bl ry st 

Hotmes, Taomas, ‘eighton Buzzard, Dairyman, Farmer 
Jan 26 at 11.30 Off Rec, St Paul’s sq, Bedford 

Huckiesriver, WItiiaM, Englishcombe, Beer Retailer 
Jan 24 at 11.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, 
Bristol 

Hucues, Rosert, Bath, Insurance Agent Jan 24at1 Off 
Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Ixauis, Husert Cuartes, Manchester, Drysalter Jan 23 
at 3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Joys, Evan, Lianfihangel ar arth, Butcher Jan 23 at 11 
Off Ree, 11, Quay st, Carmarthen 

‘nomas, Abercarn, Mon, Grocer Jan 24 at 

my Off Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, 

on 


Kataoka, Masayuxt Jan 23 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 

Lines, Henry Josern, Harlow, Essex, Farmer Jan 23 at 
3 Off Rec, 95, Tem mple ch chmbrs, Temple avenue 

LockHaRT, Epw ARD, V Coal Merchant Jan 
2 ati2 G Annesley’ 8, Tole rd, St Albans 

Manrsuatt, Epwarp, Gray’s inn rd, Licensed Victualler 
Jan 23 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Marrix, Joux, Hanbury, Worcester, Farmer Jan 25 at 
10.30 Off Rec, 45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

McKewnzir, Frank, Shaftesbury avenue, Restaurant 
Keeper Jan 24 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Mippuetoy, Witiiam Noet, Fulham Jan 23 at12 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Movuntrorp, Wii.1AM Greaves, Shrewsbury, Coachbuilder 
Feb 2 at 2 Off Rec, Talbot chmbrs, Shrewsbury 

Parry, Witt1AM Tuomas, Ferndale, Glam, Colliery Weigher 
Jan 25 at12 Off Rec, 65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Puitutrs, Joux Joruam, Swansea, Grocer Jan 23 at 12 Off 
Ree, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Porr, Daniet Pawtey, Thurlby, Lines, Farmer Jan 29 at 
12 Law Courts, New rd, Peterborough 

Russet, Grorcr, Tunbridge Wells, Builder Jan 26 at 
2.% i Spencer & Hother, 66, Mount Pleasant, Tunbridge 
Wells 

Sancer, CLement Cuarves, Southall, Draper Jan 24 at 12 
Off Ree, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Srupson, ARTHU r, St John’s Wood, oo in Militia Jan 
24 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 

Spackman, Henry, Blewett, aot, / Victualler 
Jan 24 at 11.45 Off Ree , Bank chmbrs, Corn st, 
Bristol 

Srernenson, B C, Uxbridge, Dramatic Author Jan 23 at 
12 Off Rec, 95, Temple ‘chmbrs, Tem; mple avenue 

Srraw, Henry, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler Jan 23 
at 12 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 

Tasker, Tuomas Rees, Neath, Glam, Builder Jan 25 at 12 
Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Taytor, Grorce Jounson, Handsworth, Staffs, Electro 
Plate Manufaturer Jan 29 at 11 23, Colmore row, 
Birmingham 

Watrorp, Francis Jonx, Box, Grocer 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Wittisow, Jony, Coleshill, Warwickshire, =~ Master Jan 
25 at 11 23, Colmore row, Birming! 

Wricut, Watter, Hastings, Jobmaster 
Young & Son, Bank bldgs, Hastings 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Wiiuiam, Bristol, Baker Bristol Pet Dee 20 


Jones, Evan 


Jan 24 at 12.30 


"den 25 at 12.30 


ADAMS, 
Ord Jan9 

Bartey, Arraur Georcr, Stoke Newington, Builder 
Edmonton Pet Janii Ord Jan 11 

Becxiey, Wit.1aM, Bristol, Dairyman Bristol Pet Jan 11 
Ord Jan 11 

Beer, Cuartes Freperickx, Swansea, Fruiterer 
Pet Jani3 Ord Jan 13 

Buakemore, Dantet, Worcester, Dealer in Musical Instru- 
ments Worcester Pet Dec18 Ord Jan 4 

Bow er, Hewry, Reading, Contractor Reading Pet Dec 
14 Ord Jang 

Bucnayan, G A L, Colville ter High Court Pet Dec 2 


Ord Jan 12 
Sittingbourne, Florist Rochester Pet 


Butter, JAMES, 
Jani2 Ord Jan 12 

Carrer, Exizaseta Frances, Middlesborough, Hotel 
Keeper Stockton on Tees Pet Sept 20 Ord Jan 10 

CautreiLp, Wiirrep M, Kilburn, Builder High Court 
Pet Oct 81 Ord Jan10 

Comyx, Atsert Caartes Hitt, Hackney rd, semble 
Dealer High Court Pet Dec16 Ord Jan 1 

Cooper, Hewry, Finchley, Builder Barnet Pet & 1 Ord 


Swansea 


Jan 10 

Cross, Grorce, Evesham, Grocer Worcester Pet Dec 12 
Ord Jan 11 

Deicurox, Ricuarp Tuomas Mason, Poulton-le-Fylde, 


Commission Agent Preston Pet Jan12 Ord Jan 12 
Diwet., Atrrep, Folkestone, Dairyman Canterbury Pet 
Jan10 OrdJan 11 j 3 Wo 
Docker, Tuomas, Birmingham, Shoemaker Birmingham 
Pet Janii Ord Jan il 
Garcia, Henry, Aldgate High Court Pet Dec 6 Ord 
Jan 12 
Goprrey, Witi1am, Liverpool, Team Owner Liverpool 
Pet Jan 11 Ord Jan 11 
Gorruirre, Jacos, Leeds, Traveller Leeds Pet Jan 12 
Ord Jan 12 
Gu ' Cuar.es, Newport, Tailor Newport, Mon Pet Dec 
Ord Jan 13 
cue Wim Otpixe, East Dulwich High Court 
Pet Dec 15 Ord Jan 12 
ouyas Frepenicx Prerer, Swansea, Builder Swansea 
et Jan 12 Ord Jan 12 





( 





Howarra, Tuomas, Gorton, Manchester, Plumber Man- 
chester Pet Jani2 Ord Jan 13 

Hvueues, Rosert, Bath, Insurance Agent Bath Pet Jan 
12 Ord Jan i2 

Ixeus, Husert Cuaries, Manchester, Drysalter Man- 
chester Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 12 

Jones, Timoruy, Swansea, Builder Swansea Pet Jan 10 
Ord Jan 10 


Kyort, Waiter Epwarp, Marshfield, Mon, Tailor New- 
port, Mon Pet Jani2 Ord Jan 13 

Ler, ALrrep, Worcester, Boot Maker Worcester Pet Jan 
12 Ord Jan 12 

Lorp, ieee. Burnley, Jeweller Burnley Pet Jan 10 
Ord Jan 1 


Lucas, ll Miswwes, Cardiff, Architect Cardiff 
Pet Nov 21 Ord Jan 10 
Manga, Sao, Dowlais,Glam Merthyr Tydfil Pet Jan 10 


13 
oes am Sandhurst, Farmer Reading Pet Jan 10 


Movuyrtrorp, , Peet Witiiam Frepericx, - ramen: 
Baker Birkenhead Pet Dec 5 an 1 

yore, Serene, Chard, Builder Taunton Pet Jan 13 Ord 
an 


Rees, Davip, Llandyfriog, Cardigan, Grocer Carmarthen 
Pet Jani2 Ord Jan 12 

Riviey, M Noet, Chiswick, Civil Engineer High Court 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Jan 12 

Sansom, Herpent Henry, West ieeecmeed Notts Notting- 
ham yi Jan 12 Ord Jan 1 

H Haswett, Savoy A pear Agent High 
Court Pet April5 Ord Jan1 

Suepaerp, Wituiam, Oldham, li Oldham Pet Jan 
11 Ord Jan 11 

Sivekin, Joserx yh Syston, Leicester Leeds Pet 
Jani12 Ord Jan 

Srorar, James, a ee Srorar, i Builders 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Dec20 Ord J: 

Tucker, Joun, West Harptree, Baker Wells ’ Pet Jan 12 
Ord Jan 13 

Travis, Georce WILLIAM, iam, Licensed Victualler 

Oldham Pet Jan8 OrdJan8 

Uspernitt, Epwix, Birmingham, Grocer’s Manager 
Birmingham Pet Jan 3 Ord Jan 10 

Vow Scue.ixe, Baron Joacam, Portman mansions High 
Court Pet July 31 Ord Jani11 

Waa, foes pom pe ag Trowbridge, Ironmonger Bath 

13 

Weak, James, Newark on Trent, Baker Nottingham Pet 
Jani2 Ord Jan 12 

Weis, Atrrep Georcz, East Renta, Boot Maker 
Norwich Pet Jan 13 on 

Ween, James, Leeds, Tailor pe Pet Janil Ord 

an 11 

Wit11ams, W, General Post Office, Clerk High Court 

Pet July 8 Ord Jan11 


SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 
Jan. 25.—Messrs. Danie. Watney & Sons, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o’clock, Reversions, &c. (see advertisement, 
this week, pe 4). 





All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 


age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, im wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Souicrrors’ JOURNAL, 
26s, Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volwmes bound 


at the office—cloth, 2s, 9d., halt law calf, 
5s. 6d. 


-EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Abd MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her ater, Oe the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
as of tame &c. 








ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 








































































